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In THE ATTORNEYS AND So.uicirors Act or 1870 
(38 & 34 Vict. c. 28), a section was inserted, at the in- 
stance, we believe, of Mr. Hinde Palmer, Q.C., to alter 
the rule of practice of the Court of Chancery, that a suit 
which has abated cannot be revived for the mere purpose 
of obtaining payment of costs. That section (the 19th) 
provides that ‘“‘ whenever any decree or order shall.have 
been made for payment of costs in any suit, and such 
suit shall afterwards have become abated, it shall be 
lawful for any person interested under such decree or 
order to revive such suit, and thereupon to prose- 
cute and enforce such decree or order.” The ques- 
tion has been raised, in a case of Doggett v. The Hastern 
Counties Railway Company, whether this section has 
a retrospective operation. In that case a decree was 
made against the company in 1842 for specific perform- 
ance of a contract to purchase the land of the plaintiffs, 
and the company were ordered to pay costs. The decree 
was carried out, with the exception of the taxation and 
payment of costs, but no attempt was made to tax the 
costs until 1869, and it was then discovered that both 
the plaintiffs were dead. After the passing of the above- 
mentioned Act an order to revive the suit was obtained 
by the representative of one of the plaintiffs. The com- 
pany applied to Vice-Chancellor Stuart to discharge the 
order, but he refused to do so, and expressed his opinion 
that the order was authorised by section 19 of the Act 
(vide 19 W. R. 401). On appeal Lord Justice James, 
though he based his decision partly on some special 
circumstances in the case, said that he would not avoid 
giving a decision on the construction of the section, and 
expressed his opinion most clearly that it was intended 
to apply:only to an abatement which took place after the 
Act was passed, though the decree or order for payment 
of costs might have been made before the passing of the 
Act. A report of his Lordship’s judgment will be found 
in this week’s number of the Weekly Reporter. Since 
the decision of the Vice-Chancellor, but before the hear- 
ing of the appeal, a similar order of revivor was made 
by the Master of the Rolls ew parte in a case of Heymann 
v. The European Central Railway Company. That 
case differed from the other in these respects, that 
the decree made was, for the dismissal of the 
bill with costs, and the defendants applied for the 
order of revivor, the plaintiff having died soon after the 
decree was made. The decree and the abatement were 
both before the Act was passed; but within a year or 
two before. The Master of the Rolls made the order of 
revivor upon the authority of Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s 
decision in Doggett v. The Eastern Counties Railway 
Company. It is probable, we understand, that an appli- 
cation will now be made to the Master of the Rolls to dis- 
charge the order which he made, and that, if he does so, 
an endeavour will be made to have the question heard 
before the Full Court of Appeal. 











IN ‘THE PLACE OF MR. MAOFIE’S ANNUAL MOTION 
about the patent laws, Mr. Samuelson this week moved 





for and obtained the appointment of a select committee. 
The general tone of the debate was sensible, and. so far 
as it found expression in recommendations, hon. 
members, on the whole, desired improvement, but not 
abolition. A very general wish was expressed for an 
effective system of preliminary examination of in- 
ventions claiming patent monopoly. The Attorney- 
General, who supported the motion for a_ select 
committee, did not consider that anything ‘good 
was to be got out of a preliminary examination sys- 
tem, and cited the evidence of Mr. Carpmael and others 
at the enquiry of 1864. Mr. Carpmael said that 
to require each inventor to satisfy an examining body 
and dispose of all objections would be to interpose a 
phalanx so formidable that only wealthy inventors would 
dare tofaceit. We know that some witnesses well quali- 
fied to judge have pronounced against the ‘‘ examiners ” 
system ; but, even if their objections are well founded, 
there must surely be some remedy for the present evil of 
avowedly leaving it to future litigation to deter- 
mine the validity or invalidity of the patent which 
the Crown purports solemnly to award. It is now more 
than six years since the lastenquiry. The select committee 
cannot do any harm; we hope they may effect some good; 
but the subject seems too big for a mere select committee, 
limited to a single session of Parliament. Mr. Hinde 
Palmer has brought in a bill on the subject; but, with- 
out expressing any opinion on the merits of that bill, 
which we have not yet seen, we think that legislation 
should be preceded by further enquiry. 





WE RECENTLY* DREW ATTENTION to a gross and 
egregious bill which had been prepared for the purpose 
of conferring on the Mayor’s Court that jurisdiction of 
which the Court of Exchequer, the Exchequer Chamber, 
and the House of Lords successively affirmed that it 
must be rejected, for the simple reason that it, was utterly 
discordant to reason and justice. “It seems to violate 
every principle of justice and every rational rule of 
jurisprudence and procedure.” (Pollock, C.B., in Coz v. 
Mayor of London, 10 W. R. 964.) It was remarkable 
enough that any attempt whatever should be made at 
getting the sanction of the Legislature to so insane a 
piece of absurdity and injustice. The debates of this 
week have disclosed that the measure which was intended 
to invest the Mayor’s Court with this universality of 
jurisdiction—or, as the Attorney-General put it, “ to con- 
stitute a new superior court of law with unlimited 
jurisdiction ””—has been introduced as a private bill! 
It would be hard to conceive any measure of a less 
“ private ”’ character than this, Why, then, was it 
slipped in as a private bill? In order, we suppose, 
that a measure so glaringly and absurdly improper that 
it could never have hoped to survive a second reading as 
a public bill, might, if possible, be smuggled into law 
without anyone being aware of it. This matter ought 
not to drop here. 





Iv IS UNDERSTOOD that the Judicature Commission 
are about to issue a report embodying two schemes, one 
favoured by Lord Hatherley and one by Lord Cairns. 
A learned member of the commission has said that 
the best thing to be done would be for the commission 
to be recalled and re-appointed with half the number of 
members. When the details of the alternative schemes 
are fully before us we shall be able to judge better how 
that might be. 


A MEETING OF METROPOLITAN COUNTY COURT CLERKS 
was held at the Whittington Club this day week. 
Nearly thirty clerks were present, representing eight 
of the metropolitan courts; Clerkenwell and South- 
wark were unrepresented. It was resolved to form an 
association for the purpose of obtaining the recognition 
of-the clerks as “ civil servants,” and thus rendering them 





Ante, p. 264. 
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entitled to superannuation in accordance with the terms 
of the Superannuation Act, 1859. In the course of the 
meeting it was shown that at some of the courts the 
salaries are quite double the amount paid at others for 
the same duties. Some are progressive, others stationary. 
Three of the judges and several registrars were men- 
tioned as approving of the action taken by the clerks. 
A deputy registrar was present, and headed a subscrip- 
tion to defray expenses. 





EVER SINCE VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART completed 
his fifteenth year upon the bench the papers have every 
now and then given birth to rumours of his , retirement 
founded on no better authority than the bare facts that 
the Vice-Chancellor is nearly eighty years old and en- 
titled to his retiring pension. The announcement re- 
cently made for about the twéntieth time is in the pre- 
sent instance true. It is understood that Sir John 
Stuart does not desire to continue upon the bench after 
the end of the present sittings. We do not pretend to 
say who his successor may be, though rumours, as usual, 
are rife. The profession would be very glad ‘to see the 
great meritsof Mr. Southgate, Q.C.,recognised. The equity 
courts of first instance rather need the importation of 
some gentleman who unites a thorough knowledge of 
Jaw to a sound common sense. Mr. Southgate is ac- 
knowledged to be endowed with both these qualifications 
in an especial degree ; there are other Queen’s Counsel 
whose practice may be larger; none who would make 
a better equity judge, or whose appcintment would com- 
mand more respect. 





TRIBUNALS OF COMMERCE. 


A bill just introduced into the House of Commons 
by Mr. Whitwell, Lord Frederick Oavendish, and Mr. 
Chadwick, “ for establishing tribunals of commerce,” is 
one of the oddest among the many odd attempts -at 
legislation which we have lately met with. It is mani- 
festly the result of a not very profound acquaintance 
with the French system of judicature, and is an attempt to 
transplant a portion of that system to English soil. In 
Franee commercial transactions are separated by a broad 
line of demarcation from other transactions; the commer- 
cial code by which they are governed is a totally distinct 
body of law from the ordinary civil code. It is not 
unnatural, therefore, that separate.tribunals of commerce 
have been retained to the present day, though the causes 
which originally led to their establishment many cen- 
turies ago have long ceased to exist. In England 
we have no commercial code, but one body of law apply- 
ing to all civil transactions alike; and naturally, there- 
fore, we have no commercial tribunals, but tribunals 
which administer justice in all civil causes alike. More- 
over, in the present day it is unanimously agreed amovgst 
all who have given a thought to the subject, that in all 
law reforms the great objects to be aimed at are, 
simplicity and uniformity in the rules of law, and sim- 
plicity and uniformity in the system of judicature; that 
special doctrines of law and special jurisdictions are the 
great obstacles to the efficient administration of justice. 
The authors of the present bill, however, ignoring these 
obvious considerations, propose to establish tribunals of 
commerce upon the French model. 

The jurisdiction intended to be conferred upon these 
courts is described in a clause so remarkable that we 
transcribe it without comment, merely italicising a few 
passages which seem to us specially worthy of atten- 
tion :-— 


«3. All tribunals of commerce constituted under and by 
virtue of this Act shall take cognizance of all disputes which 
relate to commercial transactions, or which have an immediate 
relation thereto, whether the parties be traders or not; and 
the following shall be deemed commercial transactions : 

Every purchaser of produce and goods in {order to re-sell 
the same, either in their then state or after having been 
manufactored and changed in form : 











All undertakings to make, manufacture, deliver, or act ag 
a factor, all commission agency, ship brokering, all bullion, 
exchange, banking, and brokerage business, except such transe 
actions as regards landed property : 

All relations between merchants, retail dealers, and 
bankers which arise out of commercial transactions : 

All bills of exchange, promissory notes, and mercantile 
transfers of money. 

Every undertaking to build ships, and all purchases, sales, 
and repairs of ships, and despatching of the same, every equip-. 
ment of ships, every purchase or sale of rigging and tackle, 
ships’ stores or provisions, all freight or hiring of ships, ail 
agreements entered into by passengers for their passages on ship. 
board, lending or borrowing money on bottomry, all assurances 
of ships, bottomry, freight, and goods, and all other contracts 
relating to shipping. 

All complaints which may be made against managers, 
book-keepers, clerks and apprentices, or other persons em- 
ployed by merchants, retail dealers, bankers, or persons in 
their respective business, as also those employed by them ina 
direct relation to such business.” 

Each tribunal is intended to consist of three judges, 
a county court judge and two merchants. Questions as 
to the admissibility of evidence the county court judge 
is to decide; but all other questions, whether of law or 
fact, are to be decided by the majority of the judges, sub- 
ject only to an appeal to a superior court. The object of 
this arrangement seems to be to secure that every ques- 
tion shall practically be decided by merchants, not 
lawyers. This suggestion is a very good example of the 
kind of proposal constantly made by unthinking people, 
who are struck by the expense and delay of legal pro- 
ceedings, assume that it is entirely the fault of 
the lawyers, and fancy that all might be remedied 
by substituting men of common sense for men full 
of legal refinements. They seldom stop to con- 
sider that if you would abolish lawyers you must 
first abolish law. To administer law you must know 
law, and to know law you must study law, that is, 
be a lawyer. A sensible man of business may be able to 
administer very good justice of some sort, but he cer- 
tainly cannot administer law; and we do not think 
mercantile men are at all anxious to return to the savage 
state, by having mercantile transactions excluded from 
the cognizance of the law. 

To exclude law the more effectually from these 
tribunals clause 13 would enact that no fees for counsel 
or attorney are to be allowed, unless specially awarded by 
the Court. This proposal, which is taken in a mutilated 
form from the French Commercial Code, if it is intended 
to have any effect at all, must be intended really to ex- 
clude lawyers from the courts, and compel a merchant 
who has any controversy with another to give up his own 
time to collecting evidence and preparing his case out of 
court, and conducting his case in court, instead of em- 
ploying skilled persons to do these things for him. 

One of the most eccentric proposals in the bill is to be 
found in clause 15. Everybody knows that, among the 
many sentimental dreams of revolutionary France one 
was the idea of a peace-making functionary, whose duty 
it should be to see intended litigants before they com- 
mence litigation, and endeavour to mediate between them 
and effect an amicable settlement. This dream found 
its embodiment in the juge de paix. Everybody knows, 
too, that, whatever service the juge de paix may have 
done in other ways—as a peacemaker, the purpose for 
which he was instituted,he has provedan absolute failure, 
in fact anuisance; so much so that allclasses in France con- 
cur in wishing to get rid of him. Yet the clause we are 
speaking of actually proposes to introduce us to the juge 
de paix in the homely garb of a county court registrar. 
When a case is brought before the tribunal, the registrar 
is to cite the parties before him, hear all they have got 
to say, talk to them like a father, and give them “ his 
opinion and advice thereupon.” It is thus to be “ia 
their option to follow and abide by this advice or not, 
as they shall think fit.” The ignorance which this pro- 
posal displays—ignorance of the institution which it 
seeks to mimic, ignorance of the temper of litigants, 
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ignorance of the nature of commercial transactions, and 
the kinds of controversies which arise out of them,—is 
really startling. 





GAME LAW REFORM. 


Several bills have already been introduced into the 
House of Commons on the eubject of the game laws, and 
it seems probable that some legislation may take place 
this session. Bills have been introduced by Mr. Hard- 
castle and by Mr. P. A. Taylor relating to England, in 
addition to two bills relating solely to Scotland. Mr. 
Hardcastle’s bill, which we are now going to consider. is 
open to some criticism on matters of detail and wording 
which a careful revision by a lawyer would probably re- 
move. Indeed, we have some doubt whether the bill, as 
drawn, would carry out what we imagine is the intention 
of its promoters, All game questions may be divided into 
three classes. First, questions arising between persons 
in some way interested in the land, whether as landlords or 
as tenants, and strangers, or, as they are commonly called, 
poachers ; secondly, questions arising between persons 
having different interests in the land, as between landlords 
and tenants ; and, thirdly, questions of policy affecting 
the general public, such as arise in reference to the enact- 
ments as to close times, licences, and other similar pro- 
visions intended for the protection and encouragement of 
the supply of game. 

As regards the first class of questions there has been 
for some time a growing opinion that the best solution 
of them is to make game property in a different sense to 
what it is now. The more a country becomes cultivated 
and enclosed, the more inapplicable to the real state of 
things becomesthecommon law doctrineasto fere nature. 
It can scarcely be denied that in the present state of this 
country game would cease to exist but for artificial pro- 
tection, and that being so, it seems advisable that those 
whu artificially protect it should have some real right of 
property init. The difficulties, such as there are, inthe way 
of creating a new right of property in game, are not, we 
think, by any means insuperable, while, if it is done, the 
object is at once attained of, on the one hand, protecting 
game without having recourse to any exceptional, and, 
on that ground, unpopular, measures, different to those pro- 
tecting other property, and on the other hand of making 
more applicable to it than at present the maxim sic wtere 
tuo ut alienum non ledas, and thereby preventing damage 
being done to neighbours by the over-preservation of 
game, Mr. Hardcastle has, on previous occasions, been 
an advocate of this view of making game property, and 
we have understood that his bill was intended to carry it 
out, 

It seems to us, however, somewhat doubtful whether 
it would do so. It contains a section, the head-note of 
which is, “ game to be the property of the occupier,” but 
the text greatly and unnecessarily limits this, It merely 
says that game shall be deemed to be the property of 
the occupier of the land on which it is reduced into pos- 
session, either by being killed or taken alive. This is 
little, if anything, more than declaratory of the present 
state of the law, and obviously creates no property in 
live game, In Blades v. Higgs (13 W. R. 927), in the 
House of Lords, it was decided that rabbits, on being 
killed, at once became the property of the owner and 
occupier (in that case the same person) of the land on 
which they had been both started and killed. This was 
held, upon the authority of a dictum of Lord Holt, and 
several cases in which that dictum was recognised. It 
ls true that, according to Lord Holt, a different doctrine 
prevails where the game has been started on one man’s 
land, and pursued on to and killed on the land of 
another. This case may possibly be provided for by the 
clause in the bill. It may also perhaps be intended to 
lay stress on the word “ oovupier,”’ and vest the property 
in him as against the owner. We apprehend, however, 
that this is unnecessary, and that there is no doubt that, 
in the absence of reservation, game killed becomes the 








property of the occupier, and not of the owner of the soil. 
Where the word “owner” is used in the cases, ag in 
Blades v. Higgs, it is not used as distinguished from oc- 
cupier, bué as including the occupier, who really is an 
owner, though possibly only for a limited time. Itisa 
mistake to suppose that the reason why game is not the 
subject of larceny is that when carried away it is not 
property, The reason, as pointed out in Blades v. Higgs, 
is that where the taking—that is, the killing, and earry- 
ing away—is one continuous act, it does not amount to a 
taking of personal chattels, but is rather analogous to 
severing and carrying off a part of the freehold, 
such as a fixture, which, at common law, is not 
larceny. It is possible that this clause in the bill would 
give a more absolute property than can be acquired 
at present by taking game alive; but that is compara- 
tively unimportant. In fact, the only extensive opera- 
tion that the clause could have would be through the 
interpretation clause in the bill, which includes ag 
game animals and birds which would not be game within 
the rule of Blades v. Higgs—such, for instance, as 
foxes. What conceivable object there can be in giving 
an occupier property in a dead fox it is difficult to see. 
We presume foxes are incladed for the purpose of bene- 
fiting fox hunting and preserving the means of sport; 
but unfortunately even this object would not be 
attained, as anyone desiring to get rid of a fox would 
probably be content with killing it, without carrying it 
away. One principal object of making game property ia 
to make it a subject of larceny, and this will not be 
effected clearly and decisively, if at all, by the bill as i¢ 
stands. It is provided that any person unlawfully and 
wilfally taking any game shall be liable, on a first 
conviction, to fine or imprisonment for not more than 
six months; on second conviction, to imprisonment for a 
year; and on the third conviction shall be guilty of 
felony, and punishable as for simple larceny. It would 
be much better to make the offence larceny at once, and, 
if thought desirable, to limit the punishment for first or 
second convictions. This would carry with it all the 
ordinary incidents of the offence of larceny, as ta 
attempts to commit it, receivers, restitution of property, 
and the like. As the bill stands, it is doubtful whether 
a person killing game with intent to steal it, and pre- 
vented from doing so, could be convicted of an attempt to 
steal it; because the second clause provides that no person 
shall be prosecuted criminally for killing game. This might 
mean—should not be punished merely for killing game; 
butas all the Acts under which he could be convicted 
for this are repealed, it must be supposed that something 
else is intended. As regards receivers, it would rather 
seem that, as the bill stands, a-person receiving game, 
knowing that it had been obtained by an offence against 
the Aot, would be liable to a conviction for receiviag 
stolen goods, if the person who unlawfully took the game 
had happened to have been twice previously convicted of 
a similar offence, but not otherwise. It is obvious 
that this circumstance has no bearing at all upon 
the guilt of the receiver. Probably it might answer 
the purpose required, if the provisions of the Larceny 
Act, 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, ss. 21, 22—relating to 
stealing, or killing with intent to steal, “any bird, 
beast, or other animal, ordinarily kept in a state of con- 
finement, or used for any domestic purpose’”—were.ex- 
tended to the case of game. Thus the unlawful taking 
of game would be made an offence under the Larceny 
Act, and it would be unnecessary to rezeat, as is done in 
Mr. Hardeastle’s bill, the clause in chat Act authorising 
the apprehension of persons about to commit any offence 
against the Act. It would, however, be still better to 
add to the provision as to game reduced into possession 
an enactment making live wild game the property of the 
occupier of the land on which it was for the time being, 
and the subject of larceny. We do not believe that 
there would be any real difficulty created by the tran- 
sitory nature of such property. 

Passing now to the consideration of the manner in 
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which Mr. Hardcastle has dealt with the second class of | 
questions—those arising between landlord and tenant — 
we find his proposals not very extensive. He leaves 
everything in the future to the contract of the parties, 
pfeviding merely that a contract in writing, as to any 
right to game if for a term not exceeding three years, 
shall have the same force as if by deed. This is rendered 
necessary by the repeal of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 32, 8, 8, under 
which a reservation of game in a parol demise was 
effectual. But for this, of course, a deed would be re- 
quired to create a right of entry. As regards existing 
reservations, the bill declares that where any such exist 
the occupier shall be deemed to have covenanted to give 
the person in whose favour such reservation has been 
made certain rights of entry, specified at length in the 
section. We are not sure that we understand the object 
of this section. It probably is not intended to interfere 
at all extensively with existing agreements, and most 
likely would not do so. In a few cases, of course, it 
would happen that the construction of the clause in the 
bill would be different from that in an existing agree- 
ment, though the rights enumerated are only those ordi- 
narily incident to a reservation of a right of sporting. 
This may happen, for instance, in consequence of the 
interpretation clause, to which we have referred, being 
more extensive than any previous definition of game. We 
conjecture, however, that the draftsman who inserted 
this clause imagined that his previous clause, making 
game the property of the occupier, would have a much 
more extensive operation than it really would, and that 
the effect might be to put an end to existing reserva- 
tions. We scarcely think that it would have that effect, 
for the reasons we have already stated. Possibly, how- 
ever, it may be advisable to prevent doubts arising, by 
inserting some clause that existing agreements are to 
remain in force, and this clause really amounts to, little 
more. It seems, however, objectionable in form, because 
likely needlessly to provoke opposition. 

‘ As regards the third class of questions, viz, those re- 
lating to the general policy of preserving game, the bill 
repeals, as we believe, all, and certainly most, of the 
enactments which protect game. It re-enacts, however,in 
substance, the various provisions of the Acts which prevent 
persons from dealing in game without a licence. It also 
contains a somewhat curious and very ill-drawn clause, 
intended to supply the place of the close time enactments 
in the repealed Acts. The 20th section says that if any 
person shall have in his possession any dead bird of game 
after the seventh day of March, he shall, on conviction, 
forfeit, kc. We presume it is not meant to say “ after the 
seventh day of March next,” so as to prohibit the future 
possersion of any dead game birds at all. If the 7th of 
March in any year is meant this should be expressed, and 
the day of the year on which it is first to become lawful 
again to be in possession of game should also be named; 
otherwise, the only day of the yearon which game might 
safely be eaten would be on the 7th of March, and then 
it must have been killed the same day. 

We have said enough to show that, however excellent 
in intention, the bill requires careful revision. As re- 
gards the second class of questions—those between land- 
lord and tenant, it is questiouable whether the bill goes 
far enough. It is of course desirable, on general prin- 
ciples, not to interfere with freedom of contract; but, 
without absolutely restricting this, we think something 
more might be done towards assisting the tenant in ob- 
taining the terms he would bargain for if both parties 
were on equal terms, Thus, we think all reservations or 
grants of rights of shooting should be deemed to 
be personal only—that is, not assignable by under- 
letting—unless the contrary were clearly expressly. 
Tnis would do much to discountenance the letting of 











shootings, and we fancy it will be found that it is princi- 
pally where the shooting over their farms is let to some 
one who has no interest in the land or in their welfare, 
and not where it is in the hands of their landlords, that 
tenant-farmers have much real ground of complaint. As 





the law now stands on this point, a mere right of entry to 
sport for purposes of pleasure only would be construed to 
be a mere personal right, but where, as in practise is al- 
ways the case, the right includes a right to take away 
the game killed, then as this is in the nature of a 
profit, it is held to be an assignable right unless the con- 
trary is expressed. 

Mr. P. A. Taylor’s Game Law Bill is not worth a de- 
tailed criticism owing to the improbability of its passing, 
It may be mentioned, however, that after a long: preamble. 
which is irrelevant and, in the opinion of most persons, 
untrue, it goes on to repeal all existing Acts on the sub- 
ject in a manner so clumsy as to make what is intended, 
to be repealed a matter of the very greatest doubt. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
SoLiciTor’s LIEN ON PROPERTY RECOVERED: OR PRE; 
SERVED IN a SUIT. 
Tnynam v. Porter, V.C.B.,19 W. R, 151. 
The cases in which it has been held that a solicitor is 
entitled to a lien on property recovered or preserved 
through his instrumentality for his client, under the 


; Attorneys Act (23 & 24 Vict.c. 127, s. 28), were the 


subject of a note in our columns (13 S. J. 314), on 
Scholefield v. Lockwood (17 W..R. 184). Scholefield v. 
Lockwood was a foreclosure suit, the decree in which 
established the client's right to redeem ; and the Master 
of the Rolls held, on the client becoming bankrupt, 
that the solicitor had a lien on the client’s equity of 
redemption, as an interest preserved within the meaning 
of the Act. Twynam v. Porter was a suit for an account 
and reconveyance of estates in mortgage ;. a receiver 
was appointed on behalf of the plaintiff, and nothing 
more was done in the suit, which was compro- 
mised, one of the terms being that a sum should be paid 
to the plaintiff. .The Vice-Chancellor: held that, as the 
appointment of the receiver had had the effect of securing 
the plaintiff’s interest, the solicitor was entitled to a lien 
on the moneys payable to his client under the compromise, 
The Act, as the Master of the Rolls said in Sehvlefield v. 
Lockwood, is intended to be construed liberally, like other 
remedial enactments. If there is anything coming to 
the client, the solicitor who has secured it is entitled to 
his lien. It is enough if he has obtained an order to 
appoint a receiver, though no receiver has been appointed 
(Bailey v. Birchall, 2 H. & M. 371). According to the 
apparent meaning of the section, and the decision in 
Bailey v. Birchall, the property need not be the property 
of the client of the solicitor claiming the lien; but where 
property is secured for all parties the solicitor securing 
it is entitled to his lien, irrespective of his client's interest, 
and although it turns out that his client has no interest 
in the property secured. In Berrie v. Hewitt (18 W. BR. 
Ch. Dig. 128, L. R. 9 Eq. 1) the Master of the Rolls 
said that it is only on the interest of the client that the 
solicitor has the charge, and not on the interest of other 
persons, who have not employed the solicitor, or the same 
property. The correctness of this decision may be 
questioned if intended to lay down a general principle. 
It is not reconcileable with Bailey v. Birchall, and does 
not, we submit, accord with the language of the Act. 


Country SoLiciroR AND TowN AGENT-—-PRIVILEGED 
COMMUNICATIONS, 
Catt v. Zourle, V.C.8., 19 W. R. 56. 

The precise point in this case was decided in 1827 by 
Lord Lyndhurst, who held that a party to the cause 
ought not to be required to produce communications 
which had passed between bis country solicitor and bie 
town agent, either during the cause or with reference to 
it, previous to its commencement (Hughes v. Biddulph, 
4 Russ. 190). There is a decision to the same effect at 
law, where the solicitor, and not the defendant, was the 
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party interrogated (Perkins v. Hawkshan, 2 Stark, 239). 
In fact, such protection as the Courts extend to commu- 
nications between the client and his professional adviser 
cannot but extend to all intermediate agents, and the 
emphatic observation of the Vice-Chancellor is logically 
sound, that, after the dispute has arisen, all communica- 
tions between the client and his professional adviser, and 
a professional adviser on the latter’s behalf, relating to 
such dispute, are privileged. 

The Vice-Chancellor further observed that the doctrine 
of privilege had been very much extended in his time. 
The successive steps by which the doctrine was extended 
were traced in Lord Walsingham v. Goodricke (3 Hare, 
124), Originally, according to Vice-Chancellor Wigram 
in that case, communications were privileged only when 
made with reference to pending litigation. The next 
step was to protect communications made before litiga- 
tion, but in contemplation of and with reference to it. 
This was the doctrine of Lord Ellenborough,in 1827 
(Williams v. Mundie, Ry. & Moo. 34). The next step 
was to protect communications after the dispute which 
ended in the litigation, though not in contemplation of 
or with reference to that litigation (Scott v. Garland, 3 
Sim. 896; Bolton v. Corporation of Liverpool, ib. 467). 
This is at present the law with respect to cases where 
the discovery is sought from the client. Where the 
solicitor is interrogated, his privilege is not limited by 
the reference to proceedings pending or in contempla- 
tion, as the privilege of the client is, and the client may 
still be compelled by a bill of discovery to disclose com- 
munications made before the dispute arose, except so far 
as they contain legal advice or opinions (Lord Walsing- 
ham v. Govdricke, sup.), where the solicitor could suc- 
cessfully plead privilege, if interrogated. There seems to 
be no substantial reason for this distinction, considering 


that the privilege is that of the client, but the distinction ! 


established by the House of Lords in Radcliffe v. Furs- 
man (2 Bro. P. C. 514), though often disapproved of, has 
not been overruled. 





COMMON LAW. 
PARLIAMENT—BorovuGH VOTE—PART OF A House— 
JOINT AND SEPARATE RATING--32 & 33 Vict. c. 41 
(THE PoOR-RATE ASSESSMENT ACT, 1869), ss. 3, 

4, 19. 

Cross v. Alsop, C.P., 19 W. R. 131. 

The actual decision in this case, which is unques- 
tionably correct, might have been based on a very simple 
ground, The importance of the case consists in the 
reasons given by the judges, and the construction they 
put upon the 19th section of what is usually called 
Goschen’s Act. It has been considered that this section 
practically abolished the rating qualifications for the 
franchise, by enacting that any persons whose names 
had been omitted from a rate should be entitled to any 
franchise depending upon rating, notwithstanding such 
omission. The jadges of the Common Pleas have, how- 
ever, held that this view was not correct, and that the 
section in question only preserves the franchise for 
occupiers whose case comes within either the 3rd or 4th 
section of the Act—that is, where the owner of a here- 
ditament of the limited value there mentioned has be- 
come liable to be rated instead of the occupier, either by 
virtue of a written agreement by him to that effect, or by 
a resolution of the vestry. This construction is, we 
think, somewhat questionable. Now that it has been 
given, it will probably be followed; but inasmuch as it is 
not necessary for the decision of the question before the 
Court, it may be argued in any future case that it was a 
mere dictum. 

The case was this, A man occupied, in the city of 
London, part of a house, and for the purposes of the case 
it may be assumed that he ocoupied it as a separate 
dwelling, There was, however, no structural severance, 
and therefore, if his claim rested upon the Act of 18382, 
his case came distinctly within the authority of (vod v. 








Humber (10 W. R. 427). The claimant was forced, there- 
fore, to rely upon the Act of 1867, under which, by the 
interpretation clause, a part of a house may give a quali- 
fication if it is occupied as a separate dwelling and sepa- 
rately rated. Two other cases were before the Court at 
the same time, which differed only in this, that in them 
the claimants were evidently separately rated. In these 
two cases the Court took time to consider their judg- 
ment, and have not yet given it. In Cross v. Alsop they 
gave judgment, on the ground that, independently of the 
points raised in the other cases, the manner in which the 
claimant had been rated was fatal to his right to vote. 
The facts as to the rating were these:—The overseers had 
agreed with the owner to collect the rates from him. It 
was not stated by the revising barrister that there was 
any agreement in writing by the owner to become liable 
to the rates whether the hereditaments were occupied or 
not, and it was assumed by the Court that there was no 

such agreement. On the rate-book the names of the 
claimant and the other two occupiers of parts of the 
house were entered in the occupiers’ column, the name of 
the owner was entered in the owners’ column, but the 
rental, rateable value, and rate in the pound for the 
whole house only were entered, and not separate amounts 
for the separate parts of the house occupied by each occu- 
pier. Thecolumn headed “ Amount assessed on owner 
instead of occupier” was left blank. The case of 
Wright v. Stockport (1 Lutw. 32) shows that this was a 
sufficient rating of the occupier to satisfy the require- 
ment of the statute that the occupier should be rated; 
but Cuthbertson v. Haines (17 W. R. 465) shows, if any 
authority were required on so simple a point, that it wag 
not a separate rating of each occupier for the part of the 
house occupied by him, but a joint rating of the three 
occupiers for the whole house. 

Upon this appearing it at once became clear that the 
claimant was not entitled to vote. He was duly rated, 
but not separately rated, and, as he had to rely on the 
Act of 1867, he could not succeed unless he was 
separately rated. As to the 19th section of Goschen’s 
Act the first portion of that section, if it applied to the 
claimant’s case at all, only declared that he should be 
considered as duly rated—which he clearly was inde- 
pendently of this enactment, although not separately 
rated. As to the last proviso of the section it obviously 
could not apply, because it only relates to occupiers 
omitted, and this occupier was not omitted but actually 
rated. It would, therefore, have been quite sufficient to 
decide the case on this ground, without adding that upon 
the true construction of the 19th section it did not apply 
to the case. This, however, all the members of the 
Court go on to add, and itis this part of the judgment 
which is somewhat questionable, though, if correct, of 
very great importance. 

It may be, of course, that the meaning thus put by the 
Court upon the language used by the Legislature is the 
true legal meaning of the words. It is notorious, 
however, that it is not the meaning which was iu fact 
intended by the members of the Legislature who passed 
the Act. Independently of the debates upon the subject 
a comparison of the bill as introduced with the Act as 
passed will show this, and the object meant to 
be attained by the amendment will probably be made 
still more clear by a reference to our article of June 19th, 
1869 (13 S. J. 674), written whilst the bill was passing 
through the House of Commons, and in which several of 
the amendments afterwards made in the bill, and par- 
tioularly in this very 19th section, were, as we believe, 
first suggested and the reasons for their introduction 
pointed out. 

It is remarkable that although the Court of Common 
Pleas at once arrived at the conclusion that the fiuding 
of the revising barrister that the overseers had “agreed 
to collect the rate from the owner” did not amount to a 
atatement that the owner had agreed to become liable 
to the rate under the Srd section of the Act, yet the 
construction put on the Act assumes that when the 
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Legislature, in the 19th section, uses the words, “ whether 
the rate is collected from the owner or,” &c., they 
meant “‘ whether there has been an agreement under the 
3rd section or,” &c. It seems to us that the Legislature 
in using the words, “collected from the owner,” intro- 
ducing them as they do by the words “in every case,” in- 
tentionally departed from the language used in the 3rd 
section, and meant to include cases where the rate was, 
de facto, collected from the owner, although the occupier 
might be the person who ought to be rated. That such cases 
are common all over the country is well known, and that 
the practice was in fact well known to the Legislature is 
shown by the reports of several committees of the House 
of Commons which have investigated the subject. The 
legal effect of such an arrangement probably is that the 
parish constitute the owner their agent to collect the 
rate from his tenant, the occupier, who is the person 
really liable, and the owner also, by his agreement to 
include the rates in the rent, becomes the tenants’ agent 
to pay the rates on their behalf. Where this is done the 
parish authorities have always been careless as to what 
names they inserted in the rate-book as those of the 
oceupiers, and frequently the names appearing were 
those of persons who had long ceased to occupy. We 
think that the Legislature meant to provide, by the 
enactment in the 19th section in question, an addi- 
tional security against this being done, and at all events 
to provide that if it was done the occupiers should 
net be prejudiced as regards their right of voting. We 
think also that the language used, construed as it 
legitimately may be, by the light of the known state of 
things in fact existing when the Act was passed, is 
sufficient to carry this meaning. Indeed, if the atten- 
tion of the Court had been directed to the words used— 
“in every case, whether the rate is collected from the 
owner or occupier, or the owner is liable to the payment 
of -the rate instead of the occupier,” it would seem 
impossible that they could have held that the Legisla- 
ture did not mean to include some cases where the 
rate was collected from the owner without his being 
liable to the payment of it instead of the occupier. 

We cannot, therefore, regard the construction thus put 
upon the Act, which, as we have shown, is not necessary 
for the decision of the case before the Court, as of any 
great authority. It is, however, a point of great 
importance, and the decision having been once given is 
likely to be followed. 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Master or THE Rous. 
March 9.—Re Orwell Oyster Fishery Company. 
Affidavits. 

In this case plain copy affidavits had been tendered, but 
acceptance of them refused, upon the ground that office copies 
must be served. 

Lord Romitty, M.R., said —It must be understood that, 
in fature, I shall not allow a person to plead that he has 
hadno copies of affidavits filed by the other side, when he 
has refused plain copies which have been offered to him. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 

(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb, 15, March 1.—E£xr parte Park ; Re Daly. 
Disputed proof—Promissory note. 

This was a motion on behalf of Mr. Park, a creditor of 
C. L. N. Daly, for leave to prove under a petition for liqui- 
dation filed by the debtor. 

The creditor sought to prove as an indorsee for value 
of certain promissory notes given by the debtor to one 
Johnson, on the 24th August, 1869, for £50, £150, and 
£100 respectively. As to the £100 note, that part of the 
case was abandoned by the trustee, it being an absolute 

romise to pay in due form. The other two notes, one being 
identical with the other, except only as to the time for pay- 
ment and the amount, were in this form :— 





“ At two years after date I promise to pay (providing the 
profits of my business admit as arranged between us, 
and, if not then, to be renewed for a further period of six 
months) Mr. William Johnson or order the sum of £100 for 
value received. Claude L. N. Daly.” 

Reed, for the creditor, in support of the motion. 

Bagley, for the trustee, contra. 

The course of the arguments will sufficiently appear from 
the judgment of the Court. 

Authorities cited :—Leeds vy. Laucashire, 2 Camp. 205; 
Hartley v. Wilkinson, 4 M. & 8. 26; Stone v. Metcalfe, 
4 Camp. 217 ; Robins v. May, 11 Ad. & El. 213; Byles on 
Bills, tit., Ambiguous, Conditional, and otherwise irregular 
instruments, pons gt there collected. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

Mr. Registrar Murray.—The point to be decided here is, 
whether these documents are promissory notes, so as to be 
assignable or indorsable within the statute of Anne ; if not, 
the claim of the creditor who tenders this proof as indorsee 
cannot be gupported. Numerous cases are to be found in the 
books to show that where conditions or contingencies are 
imported into bills of exchange or promissory notes, they 
cannot be declared on as negotiable instruments, although as 
between the parties themselves they may be treated as agree- 
ments or evidences of debt. The cases are collected in Mr. 
Justice Byles’ book on Bills of Exchange, and the principles. 
to be deduced from the cases appear to be be these—that 
the order or promise must be to pay absolutely and at all 
events, and payment must not depend upon a con- 
tingency; the reasons given being that the recogni- 
tion of conditional promissory notes would make a 
variety of conditional promises in writing valid without 
evidence of consideration, and thus materially infringe on 
an established and salutary rule of law, and that it would 
perplex commercial transactions if paper securities of this 
kind were issued into the world, encumbered with con- 
ditions and contingencies ; and if the persons to whom they 
were offered in negotiation were obliged to inquire when 
these uncertain events would probably be reduced to a cer- 
tainty. This last reason is to be found in Lord Kenyon’s 
observations in the leading case of Carlos v Fancourt, 5 T. R. 
482. Several cases were cited in argument, showing that 
ised by a current of 


these principles had been reco 
authority, and it cannot be contended that if the parenthesis 
in these notes had stopped at the words “as arranged between 


us,” the instruments would have been held good as pro- 
missory notes. But then we have to consider the effect of 
the words which immediately follow those to which I have 
adverted—‘‘ And if not then to be renewed for a further 
period of six months.” Mr, Reed, on behalf of the-debtor, 
contends that these words destroy and’ sweep away the 
argument of its being a note payable on a contingency, and 
urges that it is strictly in accordance with the whole 
grammatical construction of the instrument to read it in 
this way—‘‘ I will pay at 24 years, and if the profits 
are sufficient I will pay at 2 years.” Various cases 
were cited by Mr. Reed in argument, which prove this pro- 

osition—that although the time when the event may 

appen upon which a note is to become payable may be un- 
certain, this is immaterial, provided it must happen at some: 
time or other—as, for instance, a note payable on the death 
of A. B.or the maker has been held to be good, because 
death is a thing which must happen at some time or.another. 
That is perfectly clear and intelligible. But in this case 
there is no uncertainty about the time, two precise dates. 
being given, but the question is, whether the promise to 
pay at one of those dates is absolute and unconditional ;. 
whether on the face of this note there is an absolute promise 
to pay at the end of two and a half years at all events? Now 
assuming that the debtor had remained solvent, and had 
made large profits from his business, it is clear upon the 
authorities that neither an indorsee, nor even the drawee 
himself, could, at the end of the two years, have declared on 
this instrument as a promissory note; for it has been de- 
cided that the happening of the contingency on which 
payment of the bill or note is dependent will not cure the 
original defect. The drawee might have brought an action 
on the agreement and proved in aid the arrangement which 
had been come to between them, and shown that. the profits 
were sufficient, but nothing more. But if the debtor had 
remained solvent, but the profits of his business had been 
admittedly insufficient at the end of the two years to pay the 
note, what would have been the position of the parties? 
According to the very terms of the instrument there was to 
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be a renewal. Mr. Bagley urges that when applying the 
word ‘‘renew ”’ to negotiable instruments of this Trettion 
the term is perfectly intelligible, and imports that a fresh 
note or bill is to be drawn and the old one given up ; and 

iling that, he argues that the drawee could not have de- 
¢ on the old instrument as a promissory note, and 
successfully contended that though bad as a promissory note 
six months before, it had become good for all purposes at the 
end of that time. Now, this argument, in fact, assumes the 
whole question, and the objection appears to my mind rather 
technical than substantial. + Is there any authority to show 
that a note which, by being made payable on a contingency 
at one particular date, would be bad if declared on at that 
date, would also be held bad if on the face of it there was to 
be found an absolute and unconditional promise to pay at 
some posterior date? I have been unable to find any ; and 
in the absence of such authority I should certainly feel in- 
clined to hold that such an instrument would be good, and 
might, on the expiration of the extended period, be well 
declared on as a promisory note. Well, then, how does the 
matter stand in this particular case? Let us still assume 
that the debtor had remained solvent, and that the profits of 
his business at the end of the two years had been insufficient 
to enable him then to carry out his engagement—is it not 
clear that as between the original parties the drawee might 
have compelled him in equity to perform his agreement, 
and to give a renewed note? Consideration proved, what 
would have been the terms of renewal? Having regard to 
the construction of the words used, can it be doubted that 
the note to be given would have been an absolute and uncon- 
ditional promise to pay at the end of six months? On the 
whole case, I am of opinion that the fair and common-sense 
construction to put upon the terms of this instrument is 
this—I b rewars to pay to you or your order the sum of 
£150. If my profits will allow me, I will pay it at the end 


of two years ; if not, I will in any event pay it at the end 
Aad years and a-half. The proof must accordingly be ad- 
mitted. 


Solicitors, Sampson, Samuel, § Emanuel ; Morley ¢ Sherriff. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
Great YARMOUTH. 
(Before J. WortievceE, Esq., Judge.) 
Feb, 22.—Ex parte Baker ; in re Graystone. 
Bill of sale—Act of bankruptey—Relation back— 
Consideration—Existing debt. 

A bill of sale being held to have been an act of bankruptcy 
and to be void as against the trustee under a subsequent liquida- 
tion, the bill of sale holder, who had sold under the bill, was 
ordered to bring in, not merely the sum realised by him from 
the sale, but a larger sum which the Court considered to be the 
value of the goods sold, 

This was an application on behalf of the trustee under 
the liquidation of Graystone, that a bill of sale, previously 
given by Graystone to Messrs. Pfeil & Co., creditors of his, 
might be pronounced void as against the trustee. The 
facts are stated in the judgment. 

Sims Reeve, for the trustec. 

Mr. Cufaude, contra. 

_Mr. Wor.izpex.—It was not contended that the 
bill of sale was void on the ground that it was a 
fraudulent preference, and there are only two ques- 
tions in the case: First, whether the execution of 
the dill of sale by Graystone was an act of bank- 
Tuptey ; secondly, whether, if it amounted to an act of 
bankruptcy, it is void as against the trustee under the liqui- 
dation ; in other words, whether the trustee's title has rela- 
tion back to the act of bankruptcy in the same manner as 
df Graystone had been adjudged bankrupt, 

The petition for liquidation was presented and filed on the 
17th November last, and on the 12th December last Baker 
‘was appointed trustee. 

It is clear from the bill of sale itself and Graystone’s affi- 
davit, that it comprised and transferred all his property and 
effects whatsoever to Pfeil & Co., and although the bill of 
sale recites that it was given to secure £77 18s. 1d. then 
due to Pfeil & Co., and any further sum which might there- 
after become due to them not exceeding in all, with the 
£77 188. 1d., the sum of £100, there is no stipulation 
in the bill of sale binding Pfeil & Co. to make future ad- 
vances or supply more goods to Graystone, and the only 
consideration stated on the face of the bill of sale is ‘‘ the 
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sum of £77 18s. ld. sodue and owing as aforesaid, and ten 
shillings now paid by Pfeil & Co. to Graystone,”’ the latter 
being the usual nominal consideration inserted in documents 
of that nature. Therefore the bill of sale on the face of it 
is a conveyance of all Graystone’s property and effects 
whatsoever to Pfeil & Co., for an old debt—i.¢., for a past 
consideration. But, as is laid down by Cockburn, C.J., in 
Mercer v. Peterson, L. R. 3 Ex. 104, 15 W. R. 1179, “ in 
order to see what the real consideration for the giving of the 
bill was, we are not confined to the bill itself,” and it appears 
from the affidavit of Pfeil & Co.’s traveller, filed in opposi- 
tion to this motion, that the bill of sale was executed 
by Graystone at his urgent instance, and that on the 
treaty for the bill of sale it was arranged that if the 
bill of sale was given, an order to the amount of 
£3 19s., which Graystone had just given should, be executed, 
and that Graystone should accept a bill of exchange for 
£25, part of the £77 18s. 1d., to become due on the 20th 
of October then next; and that if Graystone paid that 
acceptance when it became due, the bill of sale should not 
be put in foree till the beginning of the pore year; but if 
the £25 was not paid on the 20th of October, the bill of 
sale should be put in force at once. It ap to me, 
therefore, that the real consideration of the bill was the old 
debt of £77 18s. 1d., the present or future supply of goods 
to the extent of £3 19s., and the forbearance of £25; part 
of the old debt, for six weeks, the money value of which 
forbearanee was certainly not £1; and, therefore, the pre- 
sent consideration for the bill of sale was certainly under £5. 

The bill of sale further contains a proviso for redemption 
on payment by Graystone on demand of the £77 18s, 1d., 
and such further sum as might be due, and interest thereon, 
and a power to Pfeil & Co. to enter Graystone’s premises 
and take possession of the property assigned upon default 
of payment on demand. This £25 was not paid by Gray- 
stone on the 20th of October, and on the 15th of November 
aman was put into possession on Graystone’s premises under 
the bill of sale. 

Orn the 17th of November Grayston filed his petition for 
liquidation by arrangement, and a receiver was appointed, 
and an injunction granted by the regi ining Pfeil 
& Co. from selling under their bill of sale. That injunction 
was afterwards dissolved, unless security was given to in- 
demnify Pfeil & Co. against any loss by the continuance of 
the injunction, and to raise the — as to the validity of 
the bill of sale without delay. No security was given, and 
Pfeil & Co. then had the goods removed from Wrentham to 
Lowestoft on the 8th and 9th of December, and they were 
afterwards sold by auction and realised £192 Is. 9d., and it 
seems, from the affidavit of Peacock, the auctioneer who sold 
the goods, that the costs of taking and keeping possession, 
and of the removal from Wrentham to Lowestoft, a distance 
of nine or ten miles, and of the sale, amounted to the sum of 
£120 5s. 4d., leaving a net balance of £71 16s. 5d., which had 
been paid to Pfeil & Co. and is not enough to pay them, 
whilst all the other creditors are left without a farthing; and 
it appears from Graystone’s affidavit that when he 
executed the bill of sale he owed Baker, the trustee, £50 
and upwards, and other creditors over £250; and those debts 
are still due. With respect to the value of the property 
after the removal from Malenr em to Lowestoft, bee er ap- 
pears to me to have been perfectly unnecessary, it realised on 
a forced sale £192 odd. Baker, the trustee, deposed at the 
hearing that he would have given £250 for it as it stood on 
the premises at Wrentham, and I am therefore, I think, 
within the mark when I say it must have been worth from 
£220 to £230, allowing a in for any error Baker may 
have made in his estimate of the value. 

I will now, having as it appears to me sufficiently stated 
the facts, proceed to consider the legal points of the case. 
First, then, was the execution of the bill of sale an act of 
bankruptcy? Now, the enactment governing this case is 
section 6 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, defining “acts of 
bankruptcy,” and sub-section 2 of section 6 is as follows :— 
‘“‘That the bankrupt has in England or elsewhere made a 
fraudulent conveyance, gift, delivery, or transfer of his 
property, or any thereof.’ Was, then, this bill of sale 
of the 8th September, 1870, a “ fraudulent conveyance ?’”’ 

Now, going back to the earliest cases, it seems that a con- 
veyance of all a trader’s property for a by-gone debt or past 
consideration has always been held an act of bankruptoy. 
In Rust v. Cooper, Cowp. 629, Lord Mansfield says (at page 
632), “Every case that has determined a conve by a 
trader of his whole effects to be an act of oe St to 
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pay a creditor, proceeds on this foundation, that it is 
fraudulent against the bankrupt laws, and, therefore, void.” 
And again, a little further on, “* It was long ago determined 
that a conveyance of alla man’s effects was clearly a fraudu- 
lent conveyance, and leaving out something will not mend 
it.” Lord Mansfield was speaking in 1777 when he uttered 
what I have just quoted, and the authority of Lord Mans- 
field’s position was expressly recognised by Blackburn 
J., in the very recent case of Jones v. Harber, L. R. 
6 Q. B. 77, 9 W.R. 248. To the same effect is Siebert 
v. Spooner, 1 M. & W.°714, where Parke, B., says (at p. 
719), “I take it to be perfectly well settled that where 
a trader makes an assignment of all his effects, or of all 
except a very small portion, it is necessarily an act of bank- 
ruptcy, without any actual fraud.” In Woodhouse v. Mur- 
ray, L. R. 2 Q. B. 634, 15 W. R. 1109, Cockburn, C.J., thus 
expresses himself:—“ The principle upon which the cases 
have been decided is that, though there may be an absence 
of fraud in fact—that, is intentional fraud—yet, when the 
effect of such a conveyance is to put it entirely out of a 
man’s power to go on with his business and to meet his 
creditors, then he must be taken to have intended the con- 
sequence of what he has done, and, though not guilty of in- 
tentional fraud, or, as we call it, moral fraud, yet he is guilty 
of fraud against the policy of the bankrupt law, which is 
that there should be an equal distribution among all the 
creditors;” and in Ex parte Foxley re Nurse,16 W.R. 
831, L, R. 3 Ob. 615, the present Lord Chancellor (then 
Lord Justice) quoted these observations of Cockburn, C.J, 
with approbation. And in Jones v. Harber, a conveyance 
of all a trader's property in consideration of a pre-existing 
debt, and executed under pressure from the creditor to whom 
such debt was due, would have been held an act of bank- 
ruptey and void against the assignee, had the trader been 
adjudged a bankrupt on a creditor's and not on his own 
petition. As it was, the conveyance was supported, as the 
assignee’s title did not relate back beyond the date of the 
presentation of the petition, which was subsequent to the 
date of the conveyance. 

But itis said that here Graystone gota present equivalent 
for what he assigned, and although part of the consideration 
was the pre-existing debt, the present consideration—viz., 
the £3 19s. of goods and the forbearance of £25 for six 
weeks—was a fair equivalent, and where the debtor gets a 
present fair equivalent for what he assigns, the assignment 
is not an act of bankruptcy though part of the consideration 
be a pre-existing debt, which, no doubt, is so (see Mercer 
v. Peterson, ubi supra), and the only question, as ap- 
pears from that case is, whether Graystone got a present 
fair equivalent for what he assigned. Now, as above stated, 
I consider the property assigned was worth from £220 to 
£230, and the present consideration was £3 19s. of goods 
and the forbearance of £25 for six weeks. I cannot con- 
sider that—and I don’t believe any jury would consider it—an 
equivalent for property worth over £200. In Mercer v. 
Peterson the value cf the property was £115, and the pre- 
sent consideration was £64 in cash, or more than half the 
value of the property, and the Court held the £64 a fair 
equivalent, and upheld the bill of sale against the assignee 
in ert: But that was a very different case from the 


_Tam of opinion, therefore, that the bill of sale in ques- 
tion was a fraudulent conveyance within the meaning of 
the 2nd sub-section of the 6th section of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, and that the execution of it was an act of bank- 
ruptcy committed by Graystone. The remaining question 
is—Is the bill of sale void against the trustee under the 
liqaidation ? and that depends upon the meaning and con- 
struction of the 125th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Now, first, sub-section 5 of the 125th section enacts that “ All 
such property of the debtor as would, if he were made 
bankrupt, be divisible amongst his creditors, shall, from and 
after the date of the appointment of a trustee, vest in such 
trustee under a liquidation by arrangement, and be divisible 
amongst the creditors.” 

In this case, assuming that the execution of the bill of 
sale was an act of bankruptcy, it is clear the assignee 
under the bankruptcy could have avoided the bill of sale, 
and the property would have been divisible amongst the 
creditors under the bankruptcy, in pursuance of section 11 
and section 16, sub-section 3. The 5th sub-section’goes on 
thus:—* And all such settlements, conveyances, transfers, 
charges, payments, obligations, and proceedings as would 
be void against the trustee in the case of a bankruptcy, shall 





be void against the trustee in the case of liquidation by 
arrangement.” Assuming the execution of this bill of sale 
to be an act of bankruptcy, it would be void against a trustee 
in a bankruptcy; therefore, it is equally void against the 
trustee under the liquidation. 

But then Mr. Cufaude referred to these words, ‘* And the 
liquidation by arrangement shall be deemed to have com- 
menced as and from the date of the appointment of the 
trustee,’’ at the end of sub-section 4 of section 125, and he 
contended that the title of the trustee under the liquidation 
could not relate back to any earlier date than his appoint. 
ment. Buta similar argument was raised in Er parte Tod- 
hunter, Re Norton, L. R, 10 Eq. 425, 18 W. R. 890, of which 
argument Bacon, C.J., said—‘I wholly dissent from the 
argument of the respondents, that the title of the trustee 
dates only from his actual appointment. It is true the 
liquidation is deemed to have commenced as from the date 
of the-trustee’s appointment—that means, that the active 
prosecution of the liquidation shall thenceforth ensue ; but 
it is also provided that the appointment of a trustee 
(and this, as I take it, without reference to the par- 
ticular time at which such appointment may have 
been made) shall be deemed to be equivalent to, and 
a substitute for, the presentation of a petition in 
bankruptcy, or the service of such petition, or an order of 
adjudication in bankruptcy. Inasmuch, therefore, as a 
trustee in bankruptcy, at whatever time he might have been 
appointed, would be entitled to dispute any proceedi 
affecting the bankrupt s estate or the interests of the credi- 
tors, I am of opinion that the trustee in this case is well 
entitled to call in question the proceedings of the respon- 
dents, by which a portion of the debtor’s property has been 
withdrawn from distribution among the general body of 
ereditors.”” I think the passage I have just read clearly 
shows that in the opinion of the chief judge the title of a 
trustee under a liquidation relates back in the same manner 
as the title of a trustee under a bankruptcy. And ina more 
recent case, Ex parte Birmingham Gas Light and Coke Com- 
pany, Re Adams, L. R. 11 Eq. 208, 19 W. R. 123, the Chief 

udge expressed his adherence to the principles laid down 
in his judgment in Re Norton. 

There are also two cases—viz., “a v. Keysell (33 L, J. 
C. P. 225, 12 W. R. 756), and Exley v. Inglis (L. R.3 
Ex. 247,16 W. R. 938)—decided under the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1861, which show that the trustees appointed by 
a deed executed in accordance with section 192 of 
that Act had, after the registration of the deed, the 
same rights by virtue of section 197 of that Act, as if the 
debtor had been adjudicated a bankrupt and they had been 
appointed assignees, and that their title had the same rela- 
tion back as that of assignees under a bankruptcy, and that 
they could call in question and avoid fraudulent transfers of 
the debtor’s property made by him before the date of the 
deed by whieh they were appointed. ‘I'hese cases are, I 
think, very analogous to the present, and are strongly in 
favour ofthe argument on behalf of the'trustee in the pre- 
sent case. 

Iam of opinion, therefore, that the title of the trustee in 
the present case relates back in the same way as if Gray- 
stone had been adjudicated bankrupt, and that the bill of 
sale of the 8th September, 1870, was and is void as against 
Mr. Baker, the trustee under the liquidation, and that he is 
entitled to recover from Messrs. Pfeil, Steddall, & Son the 
full value of the property comprised in the bill of sale, and 
which they have wrongfully disposed of. 

I may as well observe here that the affidavits filed in 
opposition to the motion appear to me to have been framed 
mainly to meet a case of fraudulent preference ; but, as 
above observed, it was not attempted at the hearing to im- 
peach the bill of sale on that ground; and I should here 
also observe, for fear I should be thought to have overlooked 
the matter, that Mr. Cufaude did not contend that the bill 
of sale was a protected transaction within the meaning of 
the 95th section of the etme yd Act, 1869, 

With respect to the cases cited by Mr. Cufaude, Belcher v. 
Putty, 10 Bing. 408; Morgan v. Brundrett, 5 B. & Ad. 289 ; 
Brown vy. Kempster, 19 L. J, C. P. 169; and La parte Craven, 
re Marshall, L, R. 10 Eq, 649, 18 W. R. 1022 were cases upon 
questions of fraudulent proference. In Wedge v. Newland, 
4B. & Ad. 831, it was not proved on the first trial that the 
conveyance which was impeached as amounting to an act of 
bankruptcy really comprised all the debtor's Property, and 
a new trial was granted to ascertain whether it did. In 
Bittlestone v. Cook, 251. J. Q, B, 281, 4 W. R. 498, the 
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consideration for the ment was solely fature advances 
which were made. end Boevenaes v. Newnham, 22 L. J. 
C. P. 110, was a decision under the old Acts 6 Geo. 4, c. 16, 
s.6,and 7 & 8 Vict. c. 96, 8.41, which are no longer in 


force. 

None, therefore, of the authorities quoted by Mr. Cufaude 

appear to me to affect the present case. 

ith respect to the property and effects which were 
seized and soid by Messrs. Pfeil & Co, 1 am satisfied they 
were worth more than they realised, and I do not think I 
shall at all overstep the mark if I assess their value at 
£225. 

It must, therefore, be declared that the bill of sale of the 
8th of September, 1870, was a fraudulent conveyance within 
the meaning of the Bankrup‘cy Act, 1869, section 6, sub-sec- 
tion 2, and an act of bankruptcy, and therefore void against the 
trustee under the liquidation; and that the trustee is entitled 
to recover from Messrs. Pfeil, Steddall, & Son, the sum of 
$225, the same being the value of the property and effects 
removed by them from Graystone’s premises at Wrentham 
at the time of such removal; and it must be ordered that 
the bill of sale of the 8th of September, 1870, be set aside, 
and that Messrs. Pfeil, Steddall, & Son do, within twenty- 
one days, pay to the trustee the sum of £225, and also 
(ander rule 186) the trustee’s costs of the motion to be taxed 
by the registrar, and that the trustee be allowed his extra 
oosts out of the estate. 


BRENTFORD. 
(Before Sir Earptxry Wimor, Bart., Judge.) 
Feb. 17.—Ryder v. The Acton Local Board. 
Public Health Act, 1848—Local Board—Repair of High- 
ways, §c. 

No action for damages sustained by an individual in con- 
sequence of the want of repair of a highway will lie against a 
local board constituted under the Public Health Act, 1848. 

This was an action against the Acton Local Board for 
damages by reason of an accident to the plaintiff’s van. 
The facts were these:—The plaintiff was carting some 
furniture to a house belonging to a Mr. in, in 
Bolls Bridge-road. A drain had been laid by Martin 
to the house, and the soil, only recently put down, 
was so soft, that the wheels of the vehicle sunk 
into a depth of about nine inches, The person in charge 
of the cart whipped the horse in order to extricate the 
wheels, and the result was that injury was caused to the 
cart amounting to the sum claimed, £17 10s. 

The plaintiff sought to make the Local Board liable for this 
damage. It was admitted that the road in question was 
under the repair of the parish, but it was contended for the 
defendants that under no circumstances could the board be 
responsible in damages for cases of accident. 

The 68th section of the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 63, which was 
cited, enacts :—‘‘ That all present and future streets being, 
or which at any time may become, highways within any 
district, &c., and other things provided for the purpose 
thereof by any surveyor of highways, shall vest in and be 
under the management and control of the said local board 
ot health, and the said local board of health shall from time 
to time cause all such streets to be levelled and altered when 
occasion shall require, and they may cause the soil to be 
altered as they shall-think fit,” &c.; and by section 13 of 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 13, ‘‘the term ‘highway” in the 68th 
section of the Public Health Act, 1848, shall mean any high- 
way repairable by the inhabitante at large.” It was not 
the duty of the board to repair the roads. 

Keble, for the plaintiff, contended that under the statutes 
above cited the local board was liable for the injury caused 
to the vehicle; he also submitted that the word “ shall,”’ in 
the Acts, imposed an ubsolute duty upon the board, and if 
a duty were imposed and. neglected an action would lie. 

George Lewis, for the local board, contended that the 
plaintiff had no case. Under the Acts, the local board are 
only in the position of surveyors of highways, and there is 
no new liability imposed on them. ‘The surveyors, there- 
fore, could not be liable for the defaults of the board, and 
there was no civil remedy against the board, He cited 
Gibson v. The Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses of Preston 
(18 W. R. 689). He submitted that this case was in point, 
and that under no cirumstances could an action be main- 
tained against a local board for injuries caused by the non- 
repair or negligent repair of a road repairable by the 
parish, If any proceedi could be instituted they should 
be by indictment and not by action. 





Sir Ezrptey Witmor was of opinion that the action 
could not be maintained, and that the case of Gibson v. 
Mayor of Ireston was not distinguishable: the plaintiff 
must be r.onsui 

It was turther ordered that the costs should not be pay- 
able till after the next Court day, in order to give the 
plaintiff's counsel an opportunity of further considering the 
case cited. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cwartes Buimer, solicitor, of Leeds, has been ap- 
pointed Clerk of the Peace for that borough, in the place of 
Mr. J. W. H. Richardson, resigned. Mr. Bulmer was certifi- 
cated in 1846, and has been for some years solicitor to the 
Leeds Alliance Building Society. The emoluments of the 
Clerk of the Peace for the borough of Leeds, for which office 
he was selected by the Town Council, amount to upwards 
of £550 per annum. 


Mr. Joun Hovcuen, solicitor, and Town Clerk of Thetford, 
has been elected Clerk to the newly-formed Board of Navi- 
gation Commissioners for that town. Mr. Houchen was 
certificated in 1839, and was appointed Town Clerk of Thet- 
ford last year, in succession to the late Mr. R. E. Clarke. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Mr. Wortn’s Case. 


Sir,—The war which has been raging between France and 
Germany is at an end. The time has now come to review 
the most remarkable incidents of a judicial character which 
it has produced, and to see what acquisitions and conclusions 
the science of international law can draw. therefrom, 
The study is the more instructive from the fact that the 
victorious army, whose proceedings have created or caused 
these incidents, belongs to a nation distinguished for 
its proficiency in the science of international law, and 
notorious for its pretensions to superior purity and moral 
excellence. 

Permit me, therefore, to make a few remarks on the case 
of Mr. Worth. I take a summary of the facts of that case 
from the es of a contemporary of yours—the Law 





' Journal, from whose opinions I shall have to dissent, and with 


whom, therefore, it is desirable that I should agree upon the 
point of facts. 

“*Mr. F. G. Worth, a British subject, and ia ion 
of a British passport, was in Paris. On October 22 he 
asked for leave to pass out of Paris, and was refused 
by the Prussian officials. He subsequently left Paris ina 
balloon, and was captured by the Prussians. He was sent 
to Cologne, and after months of detention was, on January 
17, brought before a court-martial, and, we presume, 
acquitted of the charges preferred against him. Meantime 
the English Government made constant applications on his 
behalf, and on January 30 Lord Granville was informed by 
Mr. Odo Russell that ‘Mr. Worth will shortly be set at 
liberty.’ A Mr. Littlewood, who has been acting for Mr. 
Worth, asks Lord Granville to inform him ‘why Mr. 
Worth has been in prison nearly four months, upon what 
charges he has been tried, and why he is now detained in 
ustod so 


c . 

Such is the treatment that, accor¢ing to the Law Journal, 
Mr. Worth has received from the Prussian authorities, and 
for which he demands redress at the hands of the British 





Gover t. * The cl raised "’ against that Govern+ 
ment for not energetically taking up Mr. Worths’ grievance 
the Zaw Journal considers “unfounded” and adds to the 
expression of that opinion the following remark: “ We say 
this without reserve and with confidence, because it is a 
question of law and not of politics.” With this last opinion 
of your contemporary I agree. It is a question of law and 
a most serious one. But I leave to differ from his 
opinions as to the solution of that question, and to deny 
most distinctly the correctness of the solution he proposes, 
and which I transcribe in his own words as follows :— 
‘““Now we do not defend the conduct of the Prussian 
Government; but we may remark that, in time of war, it is 
not unusual to violate the cherished custom of bringing an 
accused person to an immediate trial. But, however wrong 
the Prussian Government may be, the English Government 
is not blameworthy. Mr. Worth chose to remain in a 
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country at war. He chose to remain in a city about to be 
besieged, though he had full notice to depart. More than 
that he acknowledged the right of the Prussians to k 
him in the city hy asking for permission to pass throug 
their lines, That permission being refused he defied the 
zuthority he had acknowledged, and endeavoured to make 
his escape by balloon. The British Government had no 
right whatever to demand his surrender. <A British subject 
doers not the laws of his country about with him. He 
is under the laws of the country in which he resides. If he 
is in a besieged city, and still more if he deliberately 
remains in a city that is about to be besieged, he is under 
the laws of war, and has ne right to complain if he is 
arrested when endeavouring to escape. The British 
Government cannot protect British subjects against the 
consequences of their own acts.”’ 

Now, against these various propositions I beg positively 
to protest, as containing the most grievous and dangerous 
errors. I do not, any more than your contemporary, intend 
to travel into politics. I will neither condemn nor applaud 
the conduct of the Government in this case. I intend merely 
to examine, in a purely juridical point of view, the two 
propositions of the Law Journal :—‘‘ The British Govern- 
ment had no right whatever to demand his surrender.”— 
‘* The British Government cannot protect British subjects 
against the consequences of their own acts.”—I demur to 
the second because it is too general and unqualified, I 
demur to. the first because it is absolutely false; and the 
reasons given for my opinion as to this will sufficiently 
exemplify the qualification which was necessary to bring 
the first proposition within the limits of truth. I think I 
need not produce either argument or authority to prove 
that, as a rule, the Government of every country is entitled 
to interfere on behalf of its subjects to secure for them the 
protection and defend them from the oppression of the 
powers within whose sphere of action they happen to be; 
or, in other words, to claim for such subjects the protection 
of the law which those powers recognise. Stated in that 
form, the rule cannot be controverted ; the sovereignty of 
the state is left unimpaired. The only question, therefore, 
in each ease where a subject applies for the interference of 
the Government of which he is a subject against that within 
whose sphere of action he alleges he has suffered at the 
hands of the authorities, is whether there is in the law which 
those authorities are bound to obey any principle of which 
he may claim the protection or which has been violated to 
his detriment. The Law Journai says that “‘ a British sub- 
ject does not carry the laws of his country about with him.” 
That is a legal truism. Of course he cannot. Of course 
“ he is under the laws of the country in which he resides,” 
under the rule which may happen to be applicable to such 
a portion of the country as he lives in. has to submit 
to them ; but, at the same time, so far as they are not 
limited to subjects or special classes of persons, the 
benefit of them he can claim. He cannot be made 
to suffer for acts which that law does not punish. 
He can only be made to suffer for such acts as 
are held guilty according to that law. To that extent alone 
is the propositions of the legal journal admissible, that ‘the 
British Government cannot protect British subjects against 
the consequences of their own acts,” the qualification 
“* guilty or tortious’’ ought to have been added. And 
even then the proposition is too broad, as wrong is only 
rightfully punished when punished according to the law, 
therefore the epithet “‘legal” ought to have been put be- 
fore the word ‘‘ consequences. therefore, illegal 
and unjust ‘‘consequences” have been drawn by the 
foreign governments from the ‘‘ acts” of the British sub- 
j-ct, the British Government is entitled to proteet him. The 
only thing I have now to do is to inquire whether the 
Prussian Government did draw proper judici roan, we 
trom the acts of Mr. Worth, and whether he was legally 
punishable by the only principle applicable to such a code— 
the principle of the law of nations. “Mr. Worth chose 
to remain in a city about to be besieged, though he had 
fall notice to depart.” He “‘ defied,” by escaping from that 
poy Reelin aa the a" "hy Poin iogers, which 

had ¢ owledged” * asking permission to 
through their lines.” I confess I cannot help feeling 
amused at this compact between wolf and lamb, this obliga- 
tion ex consensu, to have to remain and die in the Charybdis 
of hunger, derived against Mr. Worth from his praise- 
wo:thy desire of avoiding the Scylla of being shot. A 
Prussian outpost is a “fact,” as the Americans say, Their 





determination to shoot any person attempting to run the 
blockade undoubted ; theirsucceeding in doing so veryprobable, 
And to construe Mr. Worth’s endeavour to avoid that danger 
as an acknowledgment of a duty, in him, to remain in the 
famished, and soon to be stormed or bombarded city, is ag 
good asif the ransom offered by the victims of the Marathon 
robbery to the bandits was so held as an acknowledgment 
of a right in these to detain them. It is obvious that no 
consent can be inferred from any act done under such a 
state of duress. And furthermore, it is obvious that any 
consent on the part of Mr, Worth, however positive and 
express, would have been useless in the matter to create, as 
against him, any duty, for the violation of which he might 
be punished. The rules of international law, and the ri 

and duties dependant upon them, are affected neither by the 
consent or dissent of individuals, He § are rooted in the 
deep primitive formation of the na law. It is, there- 
fore, necessary to inquire, without any reference to the im. 
plied consent of Mr. Worth, whether, by the fact of his 
remaining in the beleaguered city after its investment, he 
had created, in favour of the besieging power, a right. 
Ido not say to keep him within the walls, but to insist 
upon his keeping himself within them, and upon his making 
no attempt to escape. I entirely deny that his remain- 
ing could have such an effect. It bound him to the 
Prussians by no legal obligation of the kind. He was locked in 
by no such moralspell. The only thing to prevent his leaving 
Paris, at will, was a fact, and a fact of the most tangible 
kind, the investment by a hostile army, ready to repel by 
force any attempt to diminish by flight the number of 
mouths eating away the wy fl decreasing rampart -that 
stood between the besieged and famine. It was, therefore, 
the duty of self-preservation which he had towards himself 
which was the only duty of a nature to prevent his exit, and 
notany sumer * dina. A the enemy. What was volkerrecht- 
lich, as the Germans say, that is, by the international law 
the right of the Prussian army so far as Mr. Worth wascon- 
pre a pat can determine by consulting no other than a Ger- 
man writer on that subject. The author I will select is Dr. 
Bluntschli, one of the most eminent of the German jurists, and 
whose opinion is much, and justly, regarded in this country. 
I find it stated in paragraph 553 of his “ Moderne Volker. 
recht der Civilisirten Staten” (Nérdlingen, 1868). After 
asserting in that ph the right of the commander of 
the besieged city to turn out all such not fighting inhabi- 
tants ashe may think desirable to save his provisions, and 
the right of the beseiger to drive them back, he goes on in 
the note to state the reason and extent of such respective 
rights in terms of which the following are a translation :— 
“The expulsion is grounded principally on the scarcity of 
provisions in the fortified place, and the driving back in the 
hope of forcing the place to surrender by famine. . es 
Only the strongest military necessities can justify such 
measures. Failing these, it must be left free to the peaceful 
inhabitants to make their own choice, either to remain in 
the place or to leave it. It is, however, in the nature of things 
that the exit may be prevented in the proper manner by the 
investing troops. en it is prevented, then nothing re- 
mains but for the commander to receive back the inhabitants 
who cannot get away (die nicht wegkommen konnen). No 
military necessity would ever justify that they should be 
quonad bebwesn the two military forces as between two hard 
mill-stones.”” 

Dr. Bluntschli, in the above passage, evidently takes it 
for ted that the peaceful or non-combatant inhabitants 
of the besieged city may escape if they can. It does not 
seem to have occurred to him that their right to do so could 
be doubted. But what opinion he would have exp 
upon the question, had he given any, may be divined from 
that he enunciates upon another, from which opinion ao 
a fortiori argument of the most potent character can be 
drawn with respect to the answer which should be given to 
this. I presume nobody will deny that the rights - 
rent powers have against each other respectively are rights 
of a more extensive and stringent character than as against 
neutrals, and that such of the subjects of either as bear urms 
may meet from the other with a greater severity of treatment 
than the non-combatants. That being assumed, I open the 
volame of Dr. Bluntschli at the paragraph where he advises as 
to the consequences which prisoners of war may incur by at- 
tempting to escape from their captors, “A ner of war,’ 
says he, in paragraph 69 of the work above quoted, ‘‘a 
yg of war who escapes may be killed in the ar 

t he may not, when he has been recaptured, be punishe 
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on account of his attempted flight.” And in the note he 
adds, ‘‘It is a misfortune to be a prisoner; it is no wrong 
to withdraw oneself from imprisonment, because that can 
only be called resuming one’s natural freedom and avoiding 
humiliation.” And in the second note: “ Flying prisoners 
may be pursued with force. When their flight has been 
rendered void, and they have been brought back, there is a 
closer watch and, according to circumstances, a closer con- 
finement rightfal, but not the punishment of those who have 
committed no crime, and who have only made a manly, 
blameless, and, by the law of war, permissible attempt to 
recover their lost freedom.” 

Such is the law applicable to Mr. Worth. I have trans- 
lated those ere pe as literally as possible, and I will not 
weaken the effect of such a masterly and vigorous exposition 
of the principles which govern the matter by adding any 
comment. An EnGuisH Parisian. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 7.—The Pa Inmates Discharge and Regulation 
Bill was 0d a thind me was passed. r eo 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, ; 

March 3.—The Ecclesiastical Titles Repeal Bitl,—Motion 
for a select committee.—Mr. Newdegate moved as an amend- 
ment, that a select committee be appointed to inquire into 
the operation of any law or laws, including the Roman 
Catholic canon law, as to the assumption of ecclesiastical 
titles in Great Britain and Ireland, and whether any and 
what alteration should be made therein. This was nega- 
tived by 73 to 10, and the bill was ordered to be referred to 
a select committee. 


March 6.—The Army Regulation Bill—Mr. Cardwell 
moved the second reading.—Debate adjourned. 


it The Stamp Act (1870) Amendment Bill was read a second 
me. 


March 7.—The Court of Hustings (London) Abolition Bill.— 
The Mayor’s Court—Mr. W. H. Smith asked tho Attorney- 
General ifthesanction of the law officers of the Crown had been 
given toa private bill entitled the Courtof Hustings (London) 
Abolition Bill, under which it is proposed to give to the 
Lord Mayor's Court concurrent jurisdiction with the supe- 
tior courts of common law in. matters within the metro- 
pebiee district ; and if the assent of the Crown had not 

ten given, what course the Government proposed to take 
with regard to the measure, which now stands for com- 
mittee as an unopposed bill.—The Attorney-General said 
the sanction of the law officers of the Crown had most 
certainly never been given to the bill in question— 
indeed, his attention had not been called to it until 
his hon friend iftre notice of the question he had just 
asked. The bill was a private one, but it proposed to 
constitute a new superior court with unlimited juris- 
diction in London, The jurisdiction, moreover, was 
ay, wr to be confined to the City of London, the 

note to one of the clauses being in the following 
terms:—“Commitment of persons —— the jurisdic- 
tion of the Court;” in addition to which the measure 
contained other objectionable features, which rendered its 
provisions altogether beyond the scope of a/private bill. It 
ought not to have been introduced, and therefore, unless 
the clause to which he had referred and some others were 
struck out, he should o the bill at its next stage.—Mr. 
Smith gave notice that he should recur to the subject, and 
move a resolution in reference to the rights of private 
membors, 

The Patent Laws.—Mr. Samuelson moved for a select 
committee to inquire into the law, practice, and effect 
of te of letters patent for inventions. He pro- 

& committee of inquiry in ference to asking 

~ to introduce a bill, on Fossey 0 oe . ~A diversit 

opinion prevailing as to the mode o ing wii 
the subject. Some were of opinion that the only mode of 
4 with the t laws was to sweep them away 
altogether, Some thought that by considerable alterations 
the system of patents might still be maintained, while there 
were those who maintained—and he was among the number 
—that the present laws, if administered in the spirit of their 
original promoters, would be snfficient. The whole mischief 





of the patent laws had arisen from the interpretation given 
to the expression ‘‘new manufactures,” which had been ex- 
tended so as to include any new invention whatever. He 
would not e the question whether there was an 
inherent right in inventors to obtain patents, but he thought 
that patents should be ted on grounds of public utility. 
Inventors were almost invariably poor men, and were not in 
@ condition to carry out their inventions without the 
assistance of capitalists, who, of course, if they advanced 
their money expected to be recouped. There was a great 
difference between the encouragement of new inventions 
and granting a patent to every frivolous matter which might 
be brought forward. There were trades in which competi- 
tion existed between rival manufacturers to protect them- 
selves and injure their neighbours by these frivolous patents. 
Moreover, patents were recklessly granted again and 
again, without any examination whatever, for the same in- 
ventions which had been before the public for, perhaps, 
twenty or thirty years. If nothing was done in this 
matter abolition must come, and that he did not think 
desirable. The first thing to be done was to cheapen patents. 
To that he had no objection ; but it pre-supposed that 
tents should only be granted where there was y an 
invention and one of some importance. The intention of 
those who first introduced the law was that precautions 
should be taken. Examiners were to be appointed to ascer- 
tain two points—whether inventions were sufficiently de- 
scribed and whether they were new ; but that clause in the 
bill was struck out after it left the other House. Words, 
however, were inserted to give the commissioners power to 
appoint other commissioners, who, it was would 
be scientific men and would perform the duty of examiners; 
but from 1852 learned societies and inventors had been 
soliciting the appointment of those additional commissioners 
down to 1868, when the Master of the Rolls made several 
appointments, with this extraordinary condition annexed, 
that the men should have no remuneration, which might be 
very well if the whole business of the Patent Office were 
carried on without remuneration. He believed that all that 
was required to be done could be accomplished by better 
administration of the present law and some slight change. 
If the patent laws were all to be maintained, it was necessary 
that there should be, in the first place, an examination to 
ascertain that the invention was new, that it was sufficiently 
described, and that it was useful. The present law was 
sufficient to protect patentees if administered in the spirit 
of those who on in the bill, if not of those whe passed 
it into law. With regard to the subject of patent litigation, 
he was aware that it would be difficult to provide any speci- 
fic remedy for it. No attempt should be made to render 
patent litigation easier, or to improve it, but an endeavour 
should be made to render it needless. Patents should no; 
be needlessly multiplied, nor given for processes which 
ought never to be made the subjects of patents.—Mr. 
Macfie seconded the motion. There had been a great 
change in recent times with regard to the interpretation 
of the Statute of Monopolies. It used to be held that pro- 
cesses of man’ and the additions to such pro- 
cesses could not be — the subject s tents, cg 
now patents were in respect of them. 
one time it was held that patents could only be granted to 
the true inventor, whereas now they were granted to those 
who imported them. It had also been held at one time that 
patents could not be granted which would be hurtful to 
trade, whereas now he undertook to say that many patents 
calculated to prejudice trade were granted every year. He 
quoted opinions of eminent men, and, adduced the curreat 
of opinion in Germany, Belgium, &c.,and in Holland, where 
patents had been abolished.—Mr. Chichester Fortescue 
would say what the Government proposed to do. The posi- 
tion of the question was such that it would be very unwise 
to disco further inquiry. The patent laws were sure 
not to be ieft untouched ; there was certain to be legislation, 
or attempts at legislation, with respect to them; indeed, 
Mr. Hinde Palmer had given notice of his intention that 
very evening to move for leave to bring in a bill on the sub- 
ject. On the other hand, it was evident that the question 
was not ripe for effective legislation without further inquiry. 
There had been no committee of the House of Commons on 
the question since 1864, and the commission which repo 
a few years ago had by no means exhausted the subject. 
—Mr. G. Gregory, though he did not object to a committee, 
was not uine as to its results, We had had inquiries 
before, and if the state of the patent laws was so unsatisfac- 
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tory as had been described, he saw nothing for it but total abo- 
lition. As to what had been said by the mover of the com- 
mittee, that patents should be granted only when three condi- 
tions should be falfilled—viz., that there should be novelty, a 
sufficient description, and utility—what tribunal could be 
established to determine things which were matters of 
opinion ?—Mr. Mundella said the subject was ripe for legis- 
lation, and there was nothing more for a committee to 
do. The greatest blow which could be struck at British 
industry would be to destroy the right of property in inven- 
tions—Mr. Cave wished to excuse the system of grauting 
patents for inventions, which he would separate altogether 
from the patent law. Fle could not see the distinction, on 
principle, between copyrights and patents for inventions. 
He could see no reason, on principle, for refusing protection 
in one case more than in the other, unless we were prepared 
to say that the owner of any kind of property ought to 
surrender it to the public, when the public fancied it, with- 
out compensation. His impression was that at the root of 
_ allthe mischief of the present patent law lay the want of a 
proper tribunal, the members of which, combining legal and 
special knowledge, should refuse patents which ought to be 
refused, and, if they did not constitute the Court before 
whom disputed cases were tried, should act as assessors to 
the judge who tried them. Could not a tribunal be consti- 
tuted which would be able to continue the granting of 
patents to cases of great ingenuity and merit and great 
public utility? Such a tribunal would cost the country 
nothing. There need only be a transfer of those fees now 
paid to the law officers. Government rewards to inventors, 
however carefully dispensed, would give rise to great dis- 
satisfaction. An attemptto amend the patent laws, even if 
it failed, would only cause a brief delay, after which a 
proposal for their abolition would command in a much 
greater degree the public assent than if forced on at the 
present moment.—Mr. Samuda believed that, as a rule, in- 
ventors lost rather than gained by taking out patents. He 
had a growing doubt of the advantage of patents. If some 
plan could be devised for preventing the grant of “ fishing 
patents,” which blecked the way of the true inventor, and 
were only applied for that they might be bought out of the 
way, and if at the same time you could insure some reward 
to the real inventor, there would be much to be said for the 
patent system ; otherwise, patents would be much better 
abolished.—The Attorney-General agreed that this com- 
mittee should be appointed without any foregone conclusion. 
It should be free to inquire whether patents should be 
abolished altogether—a point which was not referred to the 
commission—and also what improvements could be made in 
the law relating to them. He agreed also with the commis- 
sioners, that some evils were incidental to and inseparable 
from the patent laws, but he thought those evils were at the 
game time much exaggerated. His impression was against 
the abolition of the patent law. If there were no patent 
law inventors would be of two classes-—first, purely scientific 
men, who made discoveries for the love of truth. Second, 
manufacturers who invented for their own benefit and kept 
their inventions secret. But the patent law called into 
existence a third class, whom he might call professional in- 
ventors, who invented in order to make a profit by publishing 
their inventions, To this last class was due the great part 
of the discoveries which were made. The tribnosl for the 
trial of patents might be amended by abolishing the jury 
and substituting assessors, and it was a fair question whether 
a special tribunal might not be established for their trial. 
The process of repealing patents might be facilitated and 
cheapened. As the law now stood the preliminary specifi- 
cation alone was subject to revision, and upon that every 
patent was granted; but when once a man got a patent he 
might file a complete specification without any control. Now, 
that complete specification clearly describing the nature of 
the invention ought to be a condition precedent and not sub- 
sequent to the grant of the patent, and he thought an altera- 
tion of that kind would get rid of half the evils complained of. 
As to the preliminary examination prior to granting a patent, 
that was confined in ordinary cases, except where there 
was opposition, to ascertaining that the provisional specifi- 
cation clearly described one invention, and one invention 
only. All the provisional specifications had to be examined 
with great care, for it was frequently attempted to crowd 
half a dozen distinct patents in one specification ; but he 
never allowed a patent unless he was satisfied that the 
specification described but one invention; and as the title 
only, and not the specification, was published, it was neces- 





sary to ascertain that the title was correct. With refer. 
ence to preliminary examinations, Mr. Carpmael said—-‘ If 
such were the practice” (preliminary examination) ‘‘ there 
would be many cases of trades and individuals in trades 
constantly opposing, so that none but a rich inventor could 
ever hope to get a patent against sueh a phalanx of opposi- 
tion ;” and Mr. Woodcroft said—* The Americans pay about 
£23,000 a year for roe examination, and they are 
very much dissatisfied with it. . . . The system of pre- 
liminary examination has been tried and found wanting.” He 
trusted the inquiry would be comprehensive and satisfactory, 
and that it would facilitate legislation.—Mr. Hinde Palmer 
had prepared his bill upon this subject guided by in- 
formation derived from the previous investigations 
that had been made on the subject of the Patent Laws; 
and his belief was, if that bill proceeded, and was 
referred to a select committee, it might easily be 
made amply- sufficient to meet all the objections now 
urged against the patent laws and their administration. — 
Mr. Platt believed the difficulties connected with patent 
law would all disappear if a proper preliminary examination 
were instituted. Owing to her patent system England was 
now the best market for inventions, so that English manu- 
facturers were often in possession of important improvements 
many years before those of any other country. That wasa 
great advantage. Then it must be remembered that if you 
abolished patents you did not abolish secrecy, but encouraged 
it, and thereby encouraged monopoly. On the other hand, 
an invention on being patented was made public, and 
thereby the thoughts of other inventors were turned 
in the same channel, the result often being the pro- 
duction of a much more important invention. With 
proper discrimination in giving patents, a patent system 
was a great public benefit. Without such discrimination, 
he admitted, the system was rendered much less beneficial. 
This was especially true of what were known as combination 
patents. In such cases the parties never disclosed the parts 
which were new until, perhaps, in the course of some trial, 
at a ruinous cost to a manufacturer; and, indeed, it was 
possible even in the course of the trial that the combination 
might be changed. It was next to impossible that the 
judges should understand the technical questions that came 
before them without the help of experts; but if experts sat 
with them, no other alteration in the tribunals would be 
necessary.—The motion for a select committee was then 
agreed to. 

Patents for Inventions Bill.—Mr, Hinde Palmer's bill to 
amend the law relating to patents for inventions was brought 
in and read a first time. 

The County Property Bill was read a third time and 
passed. 


March 8.—The Marriage with Deceased Wife's Sister Bill 
was considered in committee. 


March 9.—Courts of Justice and Appeal.—Mr. Headlam 
asked the Secretary of State for the Home Department when 
the Bills on the Courts of Justice and Appeal mentioned in 
the Queen’s Speech would be introduced, and whether, if it 
was intended to introduce them into the other Honse of 
Parliament, they would be pressed forward without delay, 
so as to give this House full time for the consideration of 
them.—Mr. Bruce said the bills were in a forward state of 
preparation, and it was the present intention of the Govern- 
ment that they should be introduced by the Attorney- 
General at an early date, but that must depend upon the 
state of pao business. He would promise, however, that 
if the bills were introduced in the House of Lords, such pro- 
gress should be made as would afford the House of Com- 
mons ample time to consider them. 

The Army Regulation Bill,—Adjourned debate on second 
reading.—Again adjourned. 

The Marriage with Deceased Wife's Sister Bill.—Adjourned 
committee.—Sir H. Selwin Ibbetson moved the omission in 
clause 1 of the words having a retrospective offect.—Mr. 
Hardy said the committee should understand the question 
before it. The effect of the clause as it stood would be to 
legalize the marriage of persons who had taken it upon them- 
selves to act in Violation of the law, and that was a most im- 
portant question, upon which they ought to have the opinion 
the Government. ‘There were many cages in which persons 
who had thus married had afterwards se ted, and’ the 
question was were these persons to bo held as married in 
spite of themselves,—Mr. G. Gregory, Mr.Beresford Hope, 
and Mr. Barrett supported the amendment.—Mr, Hunt 
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appealed to the Prime Minister to {state his opinion 
and that of the Government upon the question of 
giving to the bill the retrospective action proposed, 
observing that if it were passed in its present shape others 
who happened to contract marriages hereafter within degrees 
remoter, but yet forbidden, would come to Parliament with 
an irresistible claim to have these marriages legalized.—Mr. 
Gladstone, having remarked that no Government had 
hitherto been called upon to declare its views on the ques- 
tion, and admitting that it was far from being free from 
difficulties, thought a new discretion had been exercised on 
the whole in giving validity. to the marriages referred to in 
the clause. e Act of Lord Lyndhurst gave validity by a 
retrospective Act to violations of the law. ‘That being so, 
it became certain that the example thus set would be fol- 
lowed, and in considering the question now he thought Par- 
liament was bound to take this fact into view. He was of 
opinion that both policy and equity were in favour of the 
course proposed by the bill. The clause was carried by 133 
to $8, and the bill passed through committee amid cheers. 





OBITUARY. 


MR. SAMUEL SIMPSON TOULMIN. 


The death of Mr. Samuel Simpson Toulmin, barrister-at- 
law, took place at his residence at Croydon, on Monday, 
March 6. Mr. Toulmin, who was sixty-eight years of age, 
pad Frage as a solicitor in the city. He was 

ed to the bar at Gray’s-inn in 1847, and commenced 

ractice as an equity draughtsman and conveyancer. 
n the same year he published “The Statates and Orders 
relating to Practice and Pleading in Chancery classified,” 
which in 1855 reached a second edition under the title of 
“The Modern Practice in Chancery.” He gave up court 
work about ten years ago, owing to his hearing failing, and 
about four years since he retired from practice altogether. 
He was a sound and clear-headed lawyer, and his reputation 
as a chamber counsel was considerable. In private life his 
kindliness of heart and genial disposition endeared him to 
a large circle of friends. 





Mr. G. T. ALLISON. 
; Mr. George Thomas Allison, solicitor,of Darlington, partner 
in the firm of Allison, Son, & Willan, died at his father’s 
residence, Belle Rose, Darlington, on the 28th February. 
Mr. Allison, senior, is a solicitor and senior proctor of the 
aveeennny court of Richmond ; his late son was admitted 
in 1859, 





Mr. C. B. HENNING. 


_Mr. Charles Burt Henning, solicitor, of Dorchester, ex- 
pired at Grove House, Dorchester, on the 25th February, at 
the age of 73 years. He had been in practice for upwards 
of half a century, having been admitted in 1820. At the 
Midsummer Quarter Sessions of 1858 he was appointed 
Treasurer of the county of Dorset, in succession to his brother- 
in-law, the late Mr. William Bridge. Mr. Henning like- 
wise acted as agent for the estates of Mr. Robert Wil- 
liams, and some other Dorsetshire landowners, 








Crmanat Law AmenpMent.—The Lord Chancellor re- 
cently received a deputation from the Criminal Law 
Amendment Association. The deputation was introduced 
by the Secretary, Mr. Banyard, who stated to his lord- 
ship that the association desired the substitution of a 
properly constituted court of appeal for the present unsatis- 
factory method of presenting petitions to the Home Secre- 
tary. Mr. Edmund Kimber, the hon. secretary, then drew 
his lordship’s attention to certain clauses in a Bill, which 
he said Lord Penzance had promised the committee to 
Introduce into the House of Lords, and a discussion ensued 
as to the merits of the bill. The Lord Chancellor, in reply, 
stated his objections to the proposed court; he was, how- 
ever, wil to give the subject further consideration. 
He regretted that pressure of business had prevented Mr. 
Bruce from meeting the deputation there. He would take 
an early Cppoetaitity of having some conversaticn on the 
subject with Lord Penzance, and of communicating the 


views of the association to his colleagues in her Majesty's 
Government. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW ASSOCIATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
WIDOWS AND FAMILIES OF ATTORNEYS, 
PROCTORS, AND SOLICITORS IN THE METRO- 
POLIS AND VICINITY. 

At {the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, the 2nd inst., Mr. Desborough (Chairman), 
Messrs. Harding, Carpenter, Drew, Kelly, Sidney Smith, 
Steward, Styan, -and Boodle (secretary), being present, 
a sum of £10 was granted to a solicitor, not a member, who 
had met with a serious accident and was incapacitated from 
attending to his profession. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

On Tuesday, March 7, the question for discussion was 
No. cxev., jurisprudential : “‘Should the bill for legalising 
marriage with a deceased wife’s sister become law?’ Mr. 
Austin opened the debate in the affirmative, andthe question 
was ultimately so decided. 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society held on Thursday, 2nd of 
March instant, Mr. James Lloyd occupied the chair. The 
subject for discussion was—‘‘ Is the Government scheme for 
the reorganisation of the army desirable? ’’ Mr. Charles 
F. Smith opened the debate, which was continued by Messrs. 
Bowman, Kenion, and most of the memhers present. The 
votes were then taken, and the affirmative was carried by a 
large majority. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The Preliminary Examination in General Knowledge will 
take place on Wednesday, the 12th, and Thursday, the 
13th July, 1871, and will comprise— 

1. Reading aloud a passage from some English author. 

2. Writing from dictation. 

3. lish Grammar. 

4. Writing a short English composition. 

5. Arithmetic—A competent knowledge of the first four 
rules, simple and compound. 

6. Geography of Europe and of the British Isles. 

7. History—Questions on English History. 

8. Latin—Elementary knowledge of Latin. 

9. 1. Latin. 2. Greek, Ancient or Modern. 
4, German. 5. Spanish. 6. Italian. 

The Special Examiners have selected the following books, 
in. which candidates will be examined in the subjects num- 
bered 9 at the Examination on the 12th and 13th July, 


3. French. 


1871 :— 

In Latin. . Cicero, Pro Milone; or Virgil, neid, 
Book XII. 

In Greek . Euripides, Hecuba. 


In Modern Greek Beroris ‘Ieropie rig "Aspiniis BiBXiov 2. 

In French . . . Voltaire, Histoire de Empire de Russie 
sous Pierre le Grand, part 2, chap. 1 
to 10; or, Corneille, Cinna, ou la 
Clémence d’ Auguste. 2 

. Schiller, Geschichte des dreiszigjiihrigen 
Kriegs, part 2, book 3; or, Giethe, 
Iphigenie auf Tauris. 

. Cervantes, Don Quixote, cap. xv. to xxx., 
both inclusive; or Moratin, El Si de 
las Ninas. 

. Manzoni’s I Promessi Sposi, cap. i. to viii., 
both inclusive; or Tasso’s Gerusalemme, 
4, 5, and 6 cantos ; and Volpe’s Eton 
Italian Grammar. 

With reference to the subjects numbered 9, each candi- 
date will be examined in one language only, according to 
his selection. Candidates will have the choice of cither of 
the above-mentioned works. 

The examinations will be held at the Incorporated Law 
Society’s Hall, and at some of the following Towns :—Bir- 
mingham, Brighton, Bristol, Cambridge, Cardiff, Carlisle, 
Carmarthen, Chester, Durham, Exeter, Lancaster, Leeds, 


In German . 


In Spanish . 


In Italian . 
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Lincoln, Liverpool, Maidstone, Manchester, Newcastle-on- 
Tyne, Oxford, Plymouth, Salisbury, Shrewsbury, Swansea, 
Worcester, York. 

Candidates are required by the Judges’ Orders to give one 
calendar month’s notice to the Incorporated Law Society 
before the day appointed for the examination, of the language 
in which they propose to be examined, the place at which 
they wish to be examined, and their age and place of educa- 
tion. All notices should be addressed to the Secretary of 
the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





COURT PAPERS. 


NOTICE. 

The Lord Chancellor will continue to sit on Wednesday 
during the present sittings, and hear the following appeals 
from the Vice-Chancellor Stuart :— 

1. Coltman v. Gregory. 

2. Attorney-General v. The Great Eastern Railway Com- 

any. 
. 3. Brook v. The Corporation of Seaford. 
. Mackie v. Darling. 
. Ladyman v, Grave. 
. Westmorland v. Holland. 
. Tyler v. Yates. (Appeal of J. C. Dicker.) 
. Tyler v. Yates. (Appeal of F. Yates.) 

The Lords Justices will hear appeals from the printed 
lists each day in this and the ensuing week, to the exclu- 
sion of other business. 


The Vice-Chancellor Bacon will hear adjourned sum- 
monses every Thursday, after motions, and a on Satur- 
days, as heretofore. ’ 

(Signed) 


R. H. Leacu, Registrar. 
March 8th, 1871. 








JUDGE STORY ON THE AMERICAN JUDICIARY. 


At a recent sale of part of Chancellor Kent’s library in 
Boston, a copy of ‘‘ Story on the Constitution ” was bought, 
on the fly-leaf of which was discovered this curious note, 
in the chancellor’s handwriting: — 

‘*March 18. 1835. Judge Story called on me at my 
office in New York. He said that he should write and 
publish a volume of commentaries a year, until he had 
published twelve volumes, The one now forthcoming is on 
English and American Equity Law, and the one after that 
will be on‘ Practice and Pleading in Equity.’ The two 
last will be (1) on natural and public law, and (2) on the 
principles of international law, as adapted to modern 
society. His greatest authoritieson the science of govern- 
ment, as he thinks, are Aristotle, Cicero, and Burke. Ina 
French translation of Aristotle on Politics, he found that 
Aristotle treated of representative government of the people, 
and said it would not do, and never could do, because the 
people never could be brought for any length of time to 
choose the most wise and virtuous men to govern them. 
Whoever reads Cicero de Republica would see the evils of 
democracy as they are and always will be. He says that 
Hamilton was the greatest and wisest man of this country. 
He saw fifty years ahead, and what he saw then, is fact 
now. Nextto him in wisdom and sense, intuitive rectitude 

@nd truth and judgment, is Ch. J. Marshall. 

“He says all sensible men at Washington, in private 
conversation, admit that the Government is deplorably 
weak, factious, and corrupt. That everything is sinking 
down into despotism, under the disguise of a democratic 
Government. He says the Superior Court is sinking, and 
so is the judicial inevery State. We began with first-rate 
men for judicial trusts, and we have now got down to the 
third-rate. In twenty-five years there will not be a judge 
in the United States who will not be made elective, and 
for short periods and onslender salaries. Our Constitutions 
were all framed for man as he should be, and not for man 
as he is and ever will be, The Senate of the United States 
are discouraged, There are 20 men in that senate who 
are as wise and patriotic as any sages of the Roman Senate, 
and last year they sustained the Constitution against the 
President and his collared House of Representatives, and 
yet public opinion remains unmoved and not shaken, and 
equally devoted to tyranny and corruption. If the Senate 





————— 
had let the administration go on this last winter, we should 
have had war most certainly. The Government meant to 
issue Letters of Reprisals, and that in modern times is wa, 
Indeed the case of this country, and the cause of popular 
representative government, according to liberty, and jus- 
tice, and wisdom, is, as Hamilton suspected and rather 
believed it to be, a mere ignis fatuus or dream of the 
imagination, He says Ch. J. Marshall has finally 
come over to the opinion that the appointing power includes 
the power of removal ; and that the President ought not, 
and has not, according to the Constitution, the power in 
himself.” —New York Transcript. 


_— 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


' GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoratron, March 10, 1871. 
From the Official List of th: actual business transacted. 

3 per Cent. Consols, 91% | Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, April 91} | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 90§ xd Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.5 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 90} xd Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. °94 Ditto, £100 & £200,— 5p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 244 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Ditto for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


(ndia Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, 209 | Ind, Enf, Pr.,5 pC., Jan.'72 90 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5§ per Cent., May,’79 107 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July, ’80 1094 Ditto Debentures, per Cert., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. '88 100 xd | Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. '73 103 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1060 20 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 914! Ditto, ditto, under £100», 209m 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Ante | Railways. 





Stock} Bristoland Exeter 
Stock; Caledonian 
Stock, Glasgow and South-Western ., 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Stock! Do., Bast Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Stock) Great Northern 
Stock! Do0., A S6OCK™ c.rcccccocccccesssererserssserees Lb 
Stock’ Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock, Great Western—0riginal 
Stock} Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Stock} London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Stock} London,Chatham, and Dover 
Stock! London and North-Western... 
Stock) Lyndon and South-Western ... 
Stock) Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln cs 
Stock) Metropolitan....cessessereereesee eevee ekshoaies 
Stock) Midland 
Do., Birmingham and Derby .. 
| North British .... 








| Watt Vale...ssessescesnese shin sboniniahdptentadiit | cd 
* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B, 


— 





INSURANCE COMPANIES. 


} 





Dividend 
per annum 


Names. |Shares, 





§ po & bs} Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 


40 pe & bs}County .. 
Spe &bs| Eagle nn ae wee 
10 per cent Faulk and Law... ese! 
71 28 6d pc] English & Scot. Law Life 
5 per cent Equitable Reversionary... 
5 percent] Do. New... un see 
5 & 2pshb) Gresham Life ove} 
Sper cent]Guardian... ... ...! 
6 per cent} Home & Col. Ass., Limtd.! 
10percent|ImperialLife ...  ...| 
60000] 12 percent) Law Fire... : 
4i4s pr sh/ Law Life ... 
12 per cent| Law Union 290, 090 
5117s 6d pe| Legal & General Life ...| 
41 128 6d pc} London & Provincial Law) 
North Brit. & Mercantile! 
Provident Life... . 
Royal Exchange... 


eo>accoco™ 


26 per cenit 
124 & bns 
25 per cent 


ecet®coocesooece coosc™ 


ecccocecceoo 
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Money MARKT AND City INTELLIGNNCE. 


ave been declining during the week, but closed 
vane — The onl ean market has been that of the 
Home Railways, which ta been very prong, and late advances 
have been carried on, especially in Great Westerns. Russian 
Securities and the British Indian Guaranteed Railways are 
rospectus of the funded loan of the United States has 
th Faber ¢ The amount proposed is 200,000,000 dols., in five 
r cent. bonds at par, and in amounts of 50 dols., 100 dols., 
E00 dols., 1,000 dols., 5,000 dols., and 10,000 dols. It is under- 
stood that half the issue is at present reserved for applicants in 
ited States. 
ne tus of the new Russian Five per Cent. Loan for 
12,000,000 has been issued by Messrs. Rothschild. Subscrip- 
tion lists are opened in London, Frankfort, Berlin, and Brussels. 
The bonds will be issued in sums of £50, £100, £500, and £1,000 
each, with coupons payable half-yearly. The price of emission 
is £81 10s. for every £100 stock, payable by instalments ex- 
tending to October 3. In consequence of the action of the 
Stock Exchange it is rted there have been no dealings in 
the scrip, although no difficulty is anticipated in respect to a 
ttlement. : 
"The prospectus of the Dominion of Canada Oils Refinery 
Company (Limited) has been issued. Capital £150,000, in 
shares of £5 each, fully paid, of which 13,000 shares are 
offered to the public. The object of the undertaking is to pur- 
chase from Messrs. Houghton & Howell, of St. Catherine, 
Ontario, their patents for the manufacture of the crude vils of 
the Dominion. The future works of the company are to be 
erected at Port Parina, on the river connecting Lake Huron with 
Lake St. Clair, fourteen miles from the oil wells, and witha 
railway direct to the works. 








The chairmanship of the Shropshire Court of Quarter 
Sessions has become vacant by the death of Sir Baldwin Leigh- 
ton, Bart. 

Mr. M. A. Ward, high bailiff of the Saffron Walden County 
Court, died suddenly on the llth February. The judge (Mr. 
Collyer) and the under bailiff both died suddenly within the 
last six months. 


The town council of Bridgnorth have passed a resolution, 
recommending Mr. Uvedale Corbett, barrister-at-law, to the 
HomeSecretary, for the appointment of Recorderto that borough, 
in succession to his late father, Mr. Uvedale Corbett Winder. 


The Hon. William Holloway, one of the judges of the High 
Court of Judicature at Madras, has been appointed to officiate 
as Chief Justice, during the absence of Sir Colley H. Scotland, 
on leave. Judge Holloway entered the Madras Civil Service 
in 1848. 

A meeting of the Social Science Association, to be held on 
Tuesday next, March 14, at 11 o'clock, a.m., when the Right 
Hon. Sir Walter Crofton, C.B., will read a paper on the fol- 
lowing subject:—“ Is our treatment of habitual criminals 
satisfactory ?”” The Right Hon. Stephen Cave, M.P., will 
take the chair. 


The judgship of the Court of Penang, in the East Indies, will 
be shortly vacant, by the promotion of Sir William Hackett to 
be Chief Justice of the Supreme Court at Singapore, in conse- 
quence of the retirement of Sir Benson Maxwell. The judgeship 
at Penang is worth upwards of 9,000 dollars per annum. 
anne has been pronounced by travellers to be the Paradise of 

e East. 


A curious lawsuit has just been commenced against the 
Belleville and Southern Illinois Railroad. ady, who 
was shortly expecting an addition to her family, was 
travelling over that road, and was so jostled by the rough- 
ness of the road that the event occurred much sooner than 
had been expected. She lays her damages at 10,000 dollars,— 
Albany Law Journal. . 


With reference to the appointment of solicitor to the London 
School Board, for which there were severa] professional candi- 
dates, the board have determined not to make any permanent 
arrangement at present. Such legal business as may arise will 
be entrusted to a solicitor or firm of high standing, who will be 
paid the usual legal charges in each case. The latest date up to 
which applications will be received for this post is the loth of 
March, and six names will be selected by a committee for pre- 
sentation to the board. ‘ 


The Crown-Solicitorship of Hong Kong has been rendered 
vacant by the demise, on the 25th of January; of Mr. Francis 
James Hazeland, who was appointed to that office in 1861. Mr. 
Hazeland was formerly a London solicitor, and practised in New 
Ormond-street. The value of the Hong Kong solicitorship is 

per annum, the incumbent of the office being allowed to 
Practise in the local court. Mr. Hazeland also held the office 
of Queen’s Proctor in the Vice-Admiralty Court of Hong 





Kong. The office is in the gift of the Secretary of State for- 
the Colonies. 


NEw Quvegn’s CounseL IN IRELAND.—Mesars. Piers F. 
White and Alexander G. Richey, of the Irish Bar, have been 
appointed Queen's Counsel by the Lord Chancellor of Ireland. 

r. White called to the bar in 1845, and Mr. Richey in 
1855. Mr. Richey is known as the author of one of the best, if not 
the best, work on Irish History, delivered, in the form of lectures, 
at Trinity College, Dublin. 


THe Bank FaritvureE at Norwicu.—On Wednesday a 
third dividend was paid to the creditors of the Norwich Crown 
Bank, which stopped payment in July, with liabilities amount- 
ing to £1,600,000. The amount of the dividend paid on Wednes- 
day was ls. 3d. in the pound, representing a return of about one- 
hundred thousand pounds, By the two previous dividends paid, 
about six hundred thousand pounds was repaid to the credi- 
tors, who have thus received altogether some seven hundred 
thousand pounds. 


THE Brocxitey Wuins Co..iston.—The directors of the 
North-Eastern Railway Company have Pg to pay £7,500 
to the representatives of the family of the late Mr. Henry 
Richardson, paper manufacturer, Sunderland, who was killed 
in the collision at Brockley Whins Station in December 
last. A claim for £10,000 for the deceased’s ten children ,. 
whose mother has died since the accident, was originally 
made, and an action to enforce that claim was set down 
for hearing at the Manchester Assizes this week. 


Tue TicHBorNeE Baronetcy. — This case was befare 
Lord Justice James, at the Court of Appeal. On the death of 
Lady Tichborne, Sir Doughty Tichborne, one of the next-of- 
kin, and claimant to the. Tichborne estates as well as the 
baronetcy, brought a suit in the Court of Chancery for the ad- 
ministration of the personal estate of the deceased lady, the real 
estate being the subject of litigation on an action of ejectment 
in the Court of Common Pleas. Sir Doughty realised the 
personalty, which amounted to about £480, and was insufficient to 
meet the claims of creditors. The latter, alleging that Sir 
Doughty had no right to interfere in the administration of the 
assets, obtained an injunction to restrain him from pome 
further in that direction; but, notwithstanding this, Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart ordered the payment of the costs in the 
administration suit out of the estate. The costs amounted to 
£430, and by that order a few pounds only would remain for 
distribution among the creditors. That decision the creditors 
now appealed from, and the Lord Justice reversed it, his 
lordship being of opinion that the administration suit was 
unnecessary, and instituted by the plaintiff simply for the 
or of obtaining evidence in support of his to the 

aronetcy. The creditors must have priority in respect of costs 
— by those means: consequently the appeal would be 
allowed. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATAS. 
BIRTHS. 
PALMER—On March 3, at Albert-place, Kensington, the wife 
of J. E. Palmer, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES, 

ARMSTRONG—VAUGHAN—On March 2, at St. George’s, Han< 
over-square, Francis Charles Armstrong, Esq., barrister-at- 
law, to Julia Augusta Vanghan, owne House, Hamp- 
ton Wick, widow of the late John Vaughan, Esq., of Green- 
hithe, Kent. 

StaDEN—RvssELt—On March 7, at Tupsley, Herefordshire, 
St. Barbe Sladen, of Heathfield, Reigate, pe | Onslow-square, 
Esq., to Emma Camilla Russell, daughter of the late Captain 
Russell, of Hampton Dene, Herefordshire. 


DEATHS. 

Mappocx—On March 4, at Penrhyn Lodge, Surbiton, Samuel 
Horace Clarke Maddock, Esq., of No. 6, Spring-gardens, 
Westminster, aged 50. 

Tov~MAN—On March 6, at Lancaster Lodge, Lage. ag 
Croydon, Samuel Simpson Toulman, of Lincoln’s-inn, Esq., 
barrister-at-law, aged 88. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Faipar, March 3, 1871. 
Denby, Thos Wm,’& John Peachey, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry, At- 
torneys and Solicitors. Feb 28. 
Tvgspay, March. 7, 1871. 
Woodall, Wm Edwd, Wm Otter Woodall, & John Donner, Scarborough, 
Attorneys and Solicitors. March 1, 
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Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Furpay, March 3, 1871. 
LimiTeD 1n CaANCERY. 

Berlin Great Market and Abattoirs Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented March 2, directed to be heard before the Master 
of the Rolls, on March 11. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 

titiuner. , 

sie a Garter Hotel Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Dec 19, appointed Hy Grissell, 17, Montague- 
sq, to be official liquidator. 


Tvespay, March 7, 1871. 
Lowitep tn CHANCERY. 

Patent Bread Machinery Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Feb 25, ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Harcourt & Macarthur, Moorgate-street, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faray, March 3. 1871, 

Crosse, Hy Geo Godsalve, Rainham, Essex, Esq. March 25. Crosse v 
Blewit. V.C. Stuart. Bennett & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Duvraven, Right Hon Caroline Countess Dowager of, Clearwell, Glou- 
cester. March 23. Quin ev wallwey,M.R. Frere & Co, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. 

Manton, John, sen, Loxley, Warwick, Shoemaker. March 25. Manton 
v Manton, M.R. Hobbes & Co, Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Martin, Hy, Maidstone, Kent, Hotel Keeper. March 21. Coles v 
Martin, V.C. Malins. Prall, Rochester. 

Simpson. Jas, Bruce-grove, Tottenham, Gent. Aprill. Smith » Smith, 
M.R. Baker & Co, Cloak-lane. 

Walker, Alex, Leadenhall-st, Merchant. June1l0. Walker v Seligmann, 
M.R. Hilbery, Crotched-friars. 

Wray, Sarah, Mortlake, Surrey, March 25. Wray v Wray, V.C. 
Bacon. Wray, Leyburn. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
TuespaY, Feb, 28, 1871. 

Allwood, Eben, Duckington, Chester, Farmer. March 31. Blackiston & 
Everett, Hanley. 

Fives, John, Clifton-villas, Anerley-rd, Gent. May 1. Watson & Sons, 
Bouverie-st. 

Elwes, Fanny Ann, Ranworth Cottage, Fulham-rd. March 29. Davis, 
Harp-lane. 

Bailey, Chas Edward, High Holborn, Ironmonger. Mayl. Fletcher & 
Co, Stapie-inn. 

Bird, Joseph, The Heath, Oldswinford, Worcester, Malster. March 31. 
Harward & Co, Stourbridge. 

Butteril!. John, Garton-on-the-Wolds, York, Farmer. April6. But- 
teril!, Gt Driffield. 

Child, Thos, Slinfold, Sassex, Gent. May 17. Bedford, Horsham. 

Cooper. Ellen, Melksham, Wilts. Aprill5. Deane & Chubb, South-sq, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Croft, Wm, Bayham-cottages, Camden-town, Gent. May 3. Berkeley, 
Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Davies, Richard, Tyllwydllanfarian, Cardigan, Farmer. May 1. 
Thomas, Aberystwith. 

—_ Eliz, (or Restell}, Cowplain, Southampton. March3!. Blake, 

OTtSt a. 
Garnett, Jeremiah, Sale, Chester, Esq. March 31. Darley, John-st, 
lord-row. 

Gerrard, John, Hanley, Stafferd, Colour Manufacturer. March 25, 
Challinor, Hanley. 

Harper, Robert, Westbourne-p!, Paddington, Surgeon. March 25. Lam- 
bert & Burgin, John-st, Bedford-row 

Hood, Mary, Buckingham Palace-rd, Widow. April 8. Stubbs, East- 
cheap. 

——" Wm, Salford, Lancashire, Dentist. April 10. Howarth, 

ancn, 

King, Tho«, broekhall, nr Bridgnorth, Salop, Gent. March 31. Har- 
ward, Stourbridge. 

Lockwood, Ann, Davyhulme, Lancashire, Widow. March25. Chapman 
& Co, Manch. 

MacLerd, Rev Chas Middleton, Harlow, Essex. March 31. Hubbard & 
Sop, Backlersbury. 

Moore, Thos, St Aiban’s, Hereford, Victualler. Aprill. Blagg & 
Edwards. 

Orteur, Eliza, Lpool, Widow. April 3. Dake & Goffey, Lpool. 

Osborn, 4as Samuel, High-st, Clapiiam, Draper. April l. Sturt, Iron- 
monger -lare. v 

Pereira. Francisco. Talbot-rd, Bayswater, Merchant. April 6, New, 
King-st, Cheapside. 

Poxiey, Eliza, Tenby, Perabroke, Spinster. April 8. Sharpe & Co, 
Kedtord row. 

Ratter, John Champley, Finsbury-circus, Feq. March 18. Rutter, 
Finsbury -circas. 

Shorting, Sarah, Cambridge ter, Hyde-pk. April 20, Bicknell & 
Hortin, LAgware-14. 

$4 wire, Julia, Cheltenham, Gioucester,“Widew. March 20. Brydges & 
Mellereh. 

Mroud , Richard, Thatcham, Verks, Butcher, April 5. Deacon, Reading. 


Fuspat, March 2, 1471. 
Bennett. john Thea, % Albans, Hertford, Gent. April 10. Spencer, 
Veruiam-tidgs, Gray’ ston, 
urn, Sarah, Smith's cottages, Asylum rd, Old Kent-rd, Widow. 
Apri %. Cattell, bedfora-row, 
Camptei, Jot, Lycos, Contractor. April |. Bradley & Swinfor: h, 
ot 


Aprit 7. Steele, 
Clement, sy Shrewsbury, Surgeon, MP. April 29. Palin, 
Stirewstary 
Davia, es. Gilteyar-st, Licensed Vietuailer. April 1, Mash & Oo, 
Butt -jane, Cannon, 
boven, Win W diber Kennedy, Ship Loe, Master Mariner. May 25. 
Weis, Bt Swithin’s-lane 


Chaylin, Wm, Dartlrd, Kent, Wine Merchant. 
ornmia 











Durham, Chas Jacob, Bear-lane. Greenwich, Licensed Victualler. May 
1. Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st 
iecviam. Geo, Ipswich, Suffolk, Iron Merchant. Janel. Galsworthy, 
pswich. 
Howe!l, Ellen, Hove, nr Brighton, Sussex, Widow. April 4. Evans & 
Co, Nicholas-lane, Lombard-st. 
Hutchings, Jane, Stonehouse, Devon, Spinster. March 28. Gibson & 
Moore, Plymouth. 
faghenee saber, Wicker Leys, Nottingham,Gent. May 22. Stenton, 
Southwell. 
a Rev Joseph, Hotwells, Bristol. March 31. Norris & Son, Bed- 
-row 


row. 

Markwell, Wm Robert Sheridan, Queen’s-rd, Bayswater, Gent. March 
31. Davis, Cork-st, Burlington-gardens. 

Murray, Ann, Southsea, Hants, Widow. April 1. Pearce & Marshall, 


Portsea. 

Roberts, John, Jermyn-st, St James’s, Tailor. April 10. Dixon & Co, 
Bedford-row. 

Rowland, Hy, Horsham, Sussex, Gent. March 25. Medwin, Horsham. 

Sales, Alice, Henley-on-Thames, Oxford, Spinster, March 31. Pain, 
Marylebone-rd. 

Smith, Rev Edward Digby, Norwich, Norfolk. May 1. Cooke & 
Talbot, Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s- inn. 

Stephenson, John Thos, Bayham-st, Camden-town, Laundryman. 
March 31. Pain, Marylebone-rd. 

Street, Wm Jesse, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Solicitor. May 1. Rae,.Chan- 


cery-lane. 
Tickle, John, Langworthy, Devon, Yeoman. April 22. Burd, Oke- 


pton. 
Till, Wm, Lutterworth, Leicester, Farmer. May 1. Dewes & Son, 
Nuneaton. 
Walker, Oliver Ormerod, Chesham, nr Bury, Lancashire, Esq. April 
20. Harrison & Son, Kendal. 
Tyler, Hannah, Olveston, Gloucester, Widow. April 14. Batt, Aber 
gavenny. 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, March 3, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Bowen, Chas, Brabant-ct, Philpot-lane, Shipbroker. Pet Feb 24, 
Murray. March 14 at 1. 
Jannings, Hy, Speldhurst-rd, South Hackney, Wholesale Ironmonger. 
Pet Feb 27. Hazlitt. March 22 at 12.30. 
Mingay, Geo Wm, Tottenham-ct-rd, Oilman. Pet Feb 23. Murray. 
March 21 at 1. 
Nightingill, Thos, Leytonstoue, Essex, Carman. Pet Feb 28. Murray. 
March 21 at 12. 
Yearsley, Stephen, Camberwell-green, out of business. Pet Feb 16. 
Pepys. March I4 atl. 
To Surrender in the Country. 


' Barker, Chas, Rotheram, York, Bootmaker. Pet March 1. Rodgers. 


Sheffield, March 15 at 2, 

Bellamy, Chas, Whittlesey, Cambs, Wheelwright. Pet Feb 25. Gaches. 
Peterborough, March 18 a: 11. 

Bucknall, Wm Hy, Bristol, Upholsterer. Pet Feb 28. Harley. Bristol, 
March 15 at 12. 

Chapman, Abel Richd, Norwich, Builder. Pet March 1. Palmer, Nor- 
wich, March 16 at 12. 

Cunningham, Danl, Leicester, Plasterer. Pet Feb 27. Ingram, Leices- 
ter, March 14 at 12. 

Haigh, John, Barnsley, York, Auctioneer. Pet March 1. Bury. Barns- 
ley, March 28 at 11. 

Haythorpe, Fredk, Ramsey, Hunts, Builcer, Pet Feb 27. Gaches. 
Peterborough, March 18 at 11.30, 

Law, John, Manch, Money Scrivener. Pet March1. Kay. Manch, 
Match 23 at 9.30. 

Loughlin, Ellen, Torquay, Devon, Outfitter. Pet Feb 27. Daw. Exeter, 
March 14 at lL. 

Rigby, fly, Margate, Kent, China Dealer. Pet Feb 27. Callaway. 
Canterbury, March 15 at 3. 

Smith, Chas, Gt Coggeshall, Essex, Chemist. Pet Feb 28. Gepp. Chelms- 
ford, March 15 at 3. 

Topham, Wm, Spry leat York, Contractor. Pet Feb 24, Perkins. 
York, March 16 at 2, 

Trehern, Hy Chas, Plymouth, Devon, Cork Merchant. Pet Feb 25. 
Pearce. East Stonehouse, March 15 at 11. 

¢ Tougspar, March 7, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Credit.rs must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 

| John, Stamford-rd, Kingsland. Pet Feb 28, Brougham. March 
17 at Li. 

Chadwick, Fredk, Sellwood-ter, Brompton, Surveyor. Pet March 2. 
Hazlitt. March 22 atl. 

Donald, Jas Vetrie, Strand, Clothier. Pet March 2, Pepys. March 24 


at ll. 

8!.ipton, J., Clapham-rd, Coach Maker. Pet March 3. Murray, March 
24 at 12.30. 

Wood, Geo, Vorley-villas, Upper Holloway, out of business, Pet Marc’: 
2. Pepys. March 24 at 12. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bentley, Benj, Holcombe Brook, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Pet Marc h 
2, Holden, Bolton, March 22 at 10. 

Bett, Wm Robt, y nnery | Lincoln, Grocer. Pet March 4,  Gaches. 
P 28 at la 


eens ’ ¢ 

Dann, Thos, Devunport, Devon, Cab Proprietor. Pet March 4, Pearce. 
Kast Stonehouse, March 2% at 11, 

Grondy, Edmund Lindley, Manoh, Accountant, Pet March 2, Kay. 
Maneh, March 23 at 10. 

Jones, Sir John, Dover, Kent, K.C.8. Pot March 3, Callaway, Canter- 
bury, March 22 at 2, 

Lishman, Thos, & Geo gy =) Long, Stockton-on-Tees, [ronfounders. 
Pet Mareh 2, Crosby. kton-on-Tees, March 17 at LI. : 

Long, ¥ieldhouse, Yeadon, York, Manufacturer. Pet March 4, Marshall. 
Leeds, March 23 at ii. 

McCabe, John, Worcester, Fruit Dealer, Pet March 3, Crisp. Worces 
tor, March 26 at 11, 
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Marrall, Gibbs Howes, Norwich, Auctioneer, Pet March 3. Palmer. 
Norwich, March 22 at 12. 

Seal, Joseph, & Joseph Everard, Nuneaton, Warwick, Brickmakers. 

* Pet March 3. Kirby. Coventry, March 20 at 10.30. 

S-ymour, Maria, Surbiton, Surrey, Widow. Pet March 2. 
Kingston, March 23 at 3, 


Bartcop. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, March 3, 1891. 
Cousens, Thos Bagley, Cornhill, Ship Valuer. Feb 17. 
Riley, Wm, Nunhead-crescent, Peckham Rye, Builder. 
Waiter, Chas, New Cross, Kent, Builder. Feb 24. 


TexspayY, March 7, 1870. 
arnes, Fancourt, Grosvenor-st, Gent. March 3. 
Clarke, John Howard, Manbey-st. Stratford, out of employ. March 3. 
Munro, Jas Donald, T'emple-st, Whitefriars, Bootmaker. March 2. 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, March 3, 1871. 

Adams, Joseph, Alrewas, Stafford, Butcher. March 16 at 3, at office 
of Wilson, Guild-st, Burton-on-Trent. 

Applegate, James. Dursley Farm, Wilts, Farmer. March 20 at 12, at 
the Townhall, Bradford. 

Atkinson, John & Wm Atkinson, Leeds, Blue Slate Merchants. March 
ié at 11, at the Grffin Hotel, West Bar, Leeds. Clarke, Leeds. 

Barwis, Fredk, Falmouth, Cornwall, Accountant. March 14 at 11, at 
offices of Jenkins, Post-office bldgs, Falmouth. Trevena, Truro. 

Cartwright, J iah, Wednesbury, Stafford, Publican. March i5at 12, 
at offices of Sheldon, Lower High-st, Wednesbury, 
taringbold, Wm, High-st, Camberwell, Baker. Mareh 17 at 3, at 
offices of Eyes, Corn Exchange Offices, Old Corn Exchange, Mark- 
lane. 

Coope, John, King-st, Hammersmith, Dyer. March 20 at 2, at offices of 
Hayles & Co, King-st, Cheapside. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Cordigan, Edwd, Preston, Lancaster, Tailor. March 15 at 2, at office of 
Cuncliffe & Watson, Winckley-st, Preston. 

Cramer, Wm Oliver, Patshull-rd, Kentish Town, Teacher of Music. 
March 15 at 1, at office of Husons & Parker, Chancery-iane. 

Curr, Rev Allan, Tredegar-rd, Bow, Clerk in Holy Orders, March 16 at 
3, at offices of Haigh, jun, King-st, Cheapside. 

Cushen, Geo, rs-row, Lavender-hill, Wandsworth, Butcher. 
Mareh 21 at 2, at office of Chamberlain, Basinghall-st. 

Darby, Jason Joseph, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Butcher. March 17 
at 3, at the Swan Hotel, Newport Pagnell. Stimson, Bedford. 

Dickins, Wm, Bedford, Builder. March 17 at 12, at offices of Conquest, 
Duke-st, Bedford, 

Douglas, Robert, Newcastle-npon-Tyne, Shoe Manufacturer. March 17 
at 2, at offices of Joe!, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Fairhurst, John & Robert Fairhurst, Ormskirk, Lancaster, Corn 
Millers. March 24 at 2, at the Liverpool Law Association, Cook-st, 
Lpool. Evans & Lockett, Lpool. 

Fox, Robert Morrison, Kirkdale, Lpool, Bailiff. March |4 at 2, at the 
Clarendon Rooms, South John-st, Lpool. 

Gain, James John, New Oxford-st, Draper. March 15 at 12, at offices 
of Ladbury & Co, Cheapside, Davidson & Co, Basinghall-st. 

Gof, Wm, Bath, Farmer. March 10 at 11, at office of Bartrum, 
Northumberiand-bidgs, Bath. 

Green, Kobert Saml, Norwich, Timber Merchant. 
offices of Winter & Francis, Giles’-st, Norwich. 
Hamblin, James, King’s Norton, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 

13 at 12, at offices of Fallows, Cherry-st, Birm. 

Hodges, Daniel Edwd, Birm, Builder. March 17 at 10, at office of 
Eaden. Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 

liyde, Hy, & John Sheldrick, Manch, Tailors. March 17 at 3, atthe 
Clarence Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch. Peacock, Manch. 

Holton, John Phillip Steeds, Lydney, Gloucester, Coal Merchant. 
March 16 at 1, at offices of Wainscott, Union-st, Portsea. Williams & 
Co, Bristol. 

Jeynes, Thos, Sarn Bridge, Flint, Contractor. March 27 at 12, at the 
Wynnstay Arms Hotel, High-st, Wrexham. Pugh, Wrextiam. 

Jones, Fanny Mary Jones, Holywell, Flint. March 24 at 11, at 
office of Williams, Market-st, Rhyl. 

Jones, James, Portrack, nr Stockton, Durham, Innkeeper. March 15 
at 3, at office of Clemmet, jun, Bishop-st, Stockton, 

Kendall, Charles, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Builder. March 17 at 1, at 
the Saracen's Head Hotel, Lincoln. Hett & Co, Brigg. 

Kennedy, Ann, & Alfd Edwd Kennedy, Tranmere, Chester, Provision 
— March 15 at 2, at office of Downham, Market-st, Birken- 

Kerr, Robt, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Draper. March 15 at 10, at 
offices,of Chesney, Dewhirst’s-bldgs, Bradford. Lumb, Whitehaven. 

Lewis, Wm, Shrewsbury, Salop, Maltster. March 17 at 3, at the Crown 
Hote), Shrewabury. Clarke, Shrewsbury. 

lyon, Hagh, Hindley, Lancaster, Agent. March 15 at 11, at offices of 
Leigh & Ellis, Commercial-yd, Wigan. 

MacKnight, Jaa, & John MacKnight, Carlisle, Woollon Spinners, March 
16 at 2, at office of Wright, Bank-st, Carlisle, 

Milleret, Paul, Myddloton-sq, Clerkenwell, Watch Manufacturer. Mareh 
20 at 12, at Kennan’s Hotel, Crown-ct, Cheapside. New, Basinghall-st. 

Milward, Geo Coulson, York, Provision Dealer, March 23 at 2, at offices 
of Anderson, Stonegate, York. 

Mort, Hy, ShefMeld, Factor. March 16 at 1, at offices of Broomhoad & 

» Bank-cham Orge-st, Shetlield, 

Nelder, Anna Maria, Bishop's Hull, Somerset, Tonkeeper. 

12 at office of Trenchard & Walsh, Rogistry-pl, Taunton. 

Orchard, Frodk, Bath, Licensed Victualler, March 17 at 11, at offices of 
Bartrum, Northumberland-bidgs, Bath, 

Parker, Wm, Glossop, Derby, Chemist, March 17 at 9, at the Clarence 
Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch. Reddish, 

n, Alfa, Seven Siators’-rd, Holloway, Licensed Victualler, March 
, at offices of Ditton, Ironmonger-lane, 

Phipp, Dan}, Bourton, Wilts, Farmer, March 14 at 2, at offices of Wit- 
tey, StJohn-at, Devises, 

Pollard, Geo, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, March 15 at 12, at offices of 

n & Elletson, Broad-st, Bristol. 


Feb 27. 





March 14 at 11, at 


March 15 at 


March | 
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Rawland, John, Lpool, Grocer. March 15 at 3, at offices of Aspinall & 
Bird, Union-ct, Castle-st, Lpool. 

Richards, Christopher Bellew, Phoenix-yd, Oxford-st, Jobmaster. March 
15at 2, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Halse & Co, Cheap- 


Richards, Hugh, Mold, Flint, Ironmonger. March 12 at 2, at the Woo!- 
pack Hotel, Moor-st, Birm. Kelly & Co, Mold. 

Richardson, Frank Waters, Junction Villas, Sale st, Paddington, Horse 
Dealer. March 21 at 12, at office of Strutt, Adelphi-ter, Strand. 

Roberts,. Haugh, Tue Brook, Lancaster, Joiner. March 23 at 2, at offices 
of Sheen & Martin, Adelphi Bank-chambers, South John-st, Lpoo!. 

Robbins, Vincent, & John Kobbins, Dover, Kent, Engravers. March 21 
at 3, at the Royal Oak Hotel, Dover. Minter, Dover. 

Shepherd, Wm, High-st, Stoke Newington, Coachbuildor.. March 22 
at 3, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Mercer & Mercer. 


Shields, Joseph Wm, Newport, Attorney’s Clerk. March 13 at 2, at 


offices of Hooper, Newport. 

Smith, Frank, & Chas.Ready, Tunbridge, Kent, Clothiers. March 17 at 
2,.at the Cathedral Hotel, St Paul’s-churchyard. Stephenson, Chat- 
ham. 

Spain, Hy, Ashtor-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Tobacconist. March t+ at 
3,30, at the Angel Hotel, Market-st, Manch. Clayton, Ashton-under- 


Ryne. 

Spratt, Thos Banks, Deal, Kent, Grocer. March 16 at tl, at the Royel 
Exchange Hotel, Deal. Drew, Deal. 

Stokes, Geo Ceristopher, Eliza’s-yd, Old Bethnal-green-rd, Chemical 
Light Manufacturer. March 13 at |, at offices of Scoles & Pain, Ragby- 
chambers, Chapel-st, Bedford-row. 

Tate, Geo, Appleton-le-Moors, York, Miller. March 16 at 2, at offices of 
Parkinson, Pickering. / 

Taylor, Edwin Hy, Lichfield-grove, Finchley, Builder. March 16 at 2, 
at offices of Saunders & Hawksford, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Varden, Sarsh Eliz, North Walsham, Norfolk, Ironmonger. March 14 
at 12, at offices of Emerson & Sparrow, Rampant Horse-st, Norwich. 

Verity, Araham John, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Surgeon. March 16 at li, 
at office of Stockwood, jun, Bridgend. 

Walker, Robt Daly, Church-st, Stoke Newington, Surgeon. March 16 at 
2, at 30, Castle-st East, Oxford. 

Ward, John Lynch, Manch, Builder. March 23.at 3, at the Clarence 
Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch, Storer, Manch. : 

Whincup, Geo, Manch, Joiner. March 15 at 11, at offices of Boote & 
Edgar, George-st, Manch. 5 

Wibberley, Mary, Lpool, Plumber. March 15. at 3, at offices of Dixon. 
Lord-st, Lpool. : 

Wiikins, Wm, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Chandler. March 15 at $, ac 
34, Waterloo-st, Birm. Holbeche & Co, Sutton Coldfield. 

Youngman, Jesse, North Walsham, Norfolk, Baker. March 13 at 12, at 
offices of Tiilett, St Andrew’s-st, Norwich. Wicks, Norwich. 

Toxspar, March 7, 1871. 

Armstrong, Benjamin, Sunderland, Durham, Ironfounder. March 17 
at 2, at offices of Graham, John-st, Sunderland. 

Avent, John Thos, Exeter, Upholsterer. March 22 at 12, at ofces of 
Friend, ost Office-chambers, Queen-st, Exeter. 

Azzoni, Francesco, & Wm Vilches, Old Broad-st, Merchants. March 15 
at 1, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. O’Shea, King Wiilliam-st. 

Barraclough. John. Beeston, nr Leeds, Innkeeper. March 20 at il, at 
offices of Terry & Robinson, Market-st, Bradford. $i 

Bastin, Sarah, Bristol, Grocer. March 20 at 12,. at offices of Coijins, 
jun, Broad-st, Bristol. 

Bleasdale. John, Newport, Monmouth, Broker, March 21 at 1, at odfices 
of Williams & Co, Clare-st, Bristol. 

Campin, John, Worcester, Carpenter. March 7 at 11.30, at offices of 
Miller & Corbet, The Cross, Worcester. 

Carr,. Jobn,. Bolton, Lancaster, Butcher. March 22 at 10, at offices of 
Richardson & Dowling, Wood-st, Bolton. 

Chappell, Wm, Upper Beeding, Sussex, Builder. March 28 at 13, at 
office of Lamb, Ship-st, Brighton. : 

Evans, Robt, Lpool, Milliner. March 23 at 2, at offices of Ivey, South 
John-st, Lpool. 7 

Evans, Thos, Moss, Denbigh, Innkeeper. March 20 at 11, at office of 
James, Brynyffynnon, Wrexham. 

Fairhurst, Eliz, Scholes Wigan, Lancaster, Innkeeper. March 23 at 3, 
at offices of Mayhew & Sons, Standishgate, Wigan. 

Farrell,, Hy Geo, Llandaff, Glamorgan, Merchant's Clerk. March 18 at 
12, at offices of Williams & Oo, St} Cardiff. Morgan, Candi. 

Haddow, Joseph, Clifton, Bedtord, Grocer. March 2] at 11,30, at omtice 
of Wade,.Bucklersbury, Hitchen. 

Hail, John, Bloxwich, Stafford, Builder, March 20 at 2, at office ef 

, Walsall. 

lesen Chas Hy, Old jen ng Antimony Refiner. March 17 at 11, at 
offices of Howell, Cheapside. 3 

Hollist, Sarah Heaton & Hannah Heaton Hollist, Blackpool, Lancashire. 
Boarding-school Reseeeanen March 2] at 11, at offices of Charniey 
& Co, Charch-st, Blackpool, 

Holmes, Robert Thos, Commervial-rd, East, Brewer, March 20 at 2, 
at offices of Blachford & Kiches, Gt Swan-alley, Moongate-st. 

Jackson, Harry, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Builder. March 20 at 3, at the 
Green Dragon Hotel, Shanklin. Hooper, Newport. : 

Kingswell, James, Isle ot Wight, Farmer. March 22 at 2, at odice of 
Hooper, Newport. 

Knott John, Whitetriars st, Baker, March 22 at 1, at office of Hoddes, 
North-bdidgs, Finsbury. 

Lea, ag hae Statford, Beerseller. March 17 at 11, at office of 
Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley. 

Leslie, Hy, East-st, Holborn, Chas Steele, Featherstone-Didgs, Holdora, 
& Washington Norton, Cook’s-ct, Carey-st, Lessees of the Opera 
Comique Theatre, Maren 20 at 12, at the Opera Comigque Theate, 
209, Strand, money nig Strand, 

Louch, Chas, Landport, Hants, Mt 
Honey & Co, King-st, Cheapside. Reed & Co, Greshanr-st. 

Machen, Sam), Lpool, Export Beer Merchant, Mareh (7 at 3, at offices 
of Forshaw & Hawkins, Sweeting-3t, Lpool. 

Maclaurine, John, Sheftield, Britannia Metal Manufacturer. March 20 at 
4 at offices of Binney & Son, North Church-st, Sheiiel, 

Naylor, Abraham, Leeda, Provision Dealer. March 21 at 2 at offica of 

maley, Wharton's Hotel, Park-lane, Leeds. ws 

Patriek, Was, Worcester, Bricklaper, Marob UT at 2, at offices of Miler 
& Cordet, Crosa, Worcester. 


March 21 at 3, at oftices of 
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Perkins, Albert Geo, Stourport, Worcester, Grocer. March 21 at Il, a 
office of Watson, Black Horse Hotel, Kidderminster. 

Peterson, Peter Talbot, Lpool, Printer. March 17 at 3, at offices of 
Blease, Lord-st, Lpool. Aspinall & Bird, Lpool. 

Pickin, Geo, Birm, Lamp Dealer. March 18 at 2, at offices of Harrison, 
Newhall- -st, Birm. 

Piggott, Key, Billinghay, Lincoln, Miller. March 21 at 12, at office of 
Snow, Sleaford. 

Rees, Morgan, Maesteg, nr Bridgend, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 20 at 
- at offices of Barnard & Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Morgan, Car- 


picharde, Joka, mg | pe of Cigars. March 17 at2, at 14, Cook- 
st,Lpeol. Cotton, Lpool. 
Rogers, Saml, Bristol, Chemist. March 18 at 11, at offices of Hancock 
& Co, Jobn-st, Bristol. Miller, Bristol. 
Ruddock, John, Creechurch-lane, Leadenhall-st, Licensed Victualler. 
March 23 at 2, at office of Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 








Sandali, Edwd, Lincoln, Saddler. March 18 at 11, at offices of Toynbee 
& Larkin, Bank-st, Lincoln. 
Ley & Scott, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Simpson, Thos jo Willenhall, Stafford, Gonfectioner. March 20 
wright, Wolverhampton. 
mn, Robt, Portsea, Southampton, Bootmaker. March 17 at 3, at 
offices of King, 
Smith, Hy, Bristol, Builder, ‘March, 15 at 11, at offices of Hancock & Co, 
John-st, Bristol. Salmon, Bristol. 
March 18 at 2, at 
Bell, Lambton-st, Sunderland. 
Spencer, Jonathan, Trowse Newton, Norfolk, yy 
at office 
Stoekton, Joseph, Hanley, Stafford, Clothier. March 17 at 3, at office of 
Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley. 
ire, Licensed Victualler. March 
20 at 3, at the Angel Hotel, Oldham. 
Sumerfield, Wn, Goldsmith's-row, Hackney-rd, Glass Merchant. March 
Taylor, By, Preston, Grocer. March 22 at 2,at the Castle Hotel, Pres- 
ton. Ascroft, Preston. 
of Clark, S itchell, Stroud. 
Thomas, Mary, & Danl Thomas, Abertaff, Glamorgan, Farmers. March 
ton & Lewis . Aberdare. 
Thorne, Jas, Neath, Glamorgan, Licensed Yee - March 24 at 12, at 
Valters, Wm, Finsbury-circus, Brewer's ‘agnake ‘Marth 20 at 2 at offices 
of Ditton, Ironmonger-lane. 
March 24 at 12, at the 
ll Tavern, Gresham-st. Spyer & Son, Winchester House, Old 
Broad-st. 


Setterington, Wm Hy, Bedford, Plumber. March 22 at; 1, at office of 

2, at the Talbot Hotel, King-st, Wolverhampton. Thurstans & Gut 
Union-st, Portsea. 

Smith. Joseph, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Painter. 

March 23 at 12, 
of Sada, jun, Charch-st, Theatre-st, Ni 

Stott, Jas Whiteh Oldham, L h 

Mellor. 
15 at 1}, at 19, Wership-st, Finsbury. Fenton. 

Thomas, Jas, Chalford, Gloucester, mg March 21 at 11.30, at offices 
17 at 12, at “offices of Alexander, Institute-chambers, Pontypridd. Lin- 
office of Kempthorne, Duffryn-chambers, N 

bape be Alex, St Mary Axe, Comm Merchant. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice, 








The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER. 
TIFICATES engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designee 
and executed. No charge for sketches. Companies Fee Stamps, 
Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleer. 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn) 


‘EW EDITION of COX and SAUNDERS’S 
CRIMINAL LAW CONSOLIDATION ACTS, just published, con- 
taining all the subsequent Criminal Statutes, the Cases decided upon 
them, and Chapters on the Law of Attempts to Commit Crimes, by 
C. S. {Greaves, » Q.C., and on Poalhanaty by Mr. Serjt Cox, 
Deputy Assistant Judge of Middlesex, Price 15s. ‘ Law Trmgs” 
pared 10, Wellington-street. Also a new part of COX’S CRIMINAL 
Ai 5 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 
Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his rate experience of upwards 
of on years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &., 
and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. a copy of advertise. 
ment only required, and the st t care and promptitude assured. 
File of “ London Gazette ” kept for reference, 


(i= CRYSTAL GLASS CHANDELIERS. 
TABLE GLASS OF ALL KINDS, 
CHANDELIERS IN BRONZE AND ORMOLU. 
Moderator Lamps, and Lamps for India. 
LON DON—Shé6w Rooms, 45, OXFORD-STREET, W. 
BIRMINGHAM—Manufactory and Show Rooms, Broad-street. 


INE FLAVOURED STRONG BEEF TEA at 

about 24d. a pint. ASK FOR LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT 
of Meat, requiring Baron Liebig the Inventor's Signature on every 
jar, being the only guarantee of gencineness. 











RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 


SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans or Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 


Prepenais may be made in the first instance according to the tollowing 
Prorosat ror Loax ox Morteaces. 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amoant required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for aterm certain, or by 
annual or other payments 

Security (stale shortly the particulars of secursty, and, if land or build- 
trys, tate the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected w th the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 





\ ILNER’S STRONG HOLDFAST and FIRE- 

i RESISTING SAFES, Srzomo Room Doors, &c., with all the 

recent improvements. Price Lists, Drawings, and Testimonials free 

- post.—Liverpool, Manchester, sheffield, and 47a, Moorgate-street, 
MY, London. 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 
E a ee Bae Mn, Laks itis. 





BREAKFAST. 

The * Civil Service Gazette” remarks :—* By a thorough knowledge 
of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and nutri- 
tion, and by a eareful application the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breakfast-tables with a 
— y flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ 


Rach packet is labelled — 
JAMES EPPS & CO., ie Chemists, London. 
Also makers & CACAOINE for EVENING USE. 





OYAL POLYTECHNIC—ENTIRE CHA CHANGE 

U A EXTEKTAINMENTS —Protemor Pepper on with 
Grand Orrery and Sacred Music, on Tharsdays, at 2.15—Colline’ Meollinn’ Oise to 
the Passions, iastrated in Living tig, Matuary, resembling White Marbie, 
by Usdarse Bonsiield, daily~Mr. Growmith, Jan.’s, New and Humorous 
Entertainment, entities Haman Oddities—Va ine Vox resuscitated 
by Mr. Davies; taany otaer Entertainments, Open daily, from 
12 W 5 and7 to 6. 


KAMPTULICON. 


THE 
BEST FLOOR-COVERING ror PRIVATE HOUSES, &. 


Cleanliness, Durability, a Warmth are Insured 
3s Use. 
Patterns and other particulars on application to 
E. GOUGH & SON, 
ORIGINAL PATENTEES AND MANUFACTOREBS, 
48, CANNON STREET, LONDON. 
EsTaBlisHEeD 1843, 


SULPHUR BATH 4 la Turkey i in | your own 

room for a penny, equal to what you must pay in London 5s. 

for. This valuable preparation is distilled from the famous Sulphur 

Springs of Tivoli, Italy, celebrated star nr the world for their 

marvellous cures of - Skin Diseases, Paralysis, Rheumatism, Indiges- 
Nervousness, 

The Preparation, ns the Waters it is obtained from by great troabie 
and expense, have never been known to fail in relieving —- —_ 
any of the maladies meutioned. Persons of wealth and infl 
from all countries daily visit these waters, and derive the benefit | on 





desire. 

The manufacturers of this marvellous but truly genuine article have, 
however, placed the same benefits before the million, who may obtain 
the same relief without leaving their houses or going to any expense. 
The celebrated water of Tivoli can be used in your own room daily ina 
more effective manner than by bathing in the waters, by adopting the 
Tarkish system with the Concentrated Essence. It is in the reach of 
every one, for the cost of each bath is only one penny. A common size 
bath and to follow the instructions contained in each parcel are the only 
implements required. Try no complicated peopacetiene but that of 
Natare, aud you will do well. A quantity sufficient for 60 baths sect 
for 58., or 100 baths for #s., carriage paid direct from the Sole Con- 


—_— 





signees in Great ag Lag Belview, & Co, Central-chambers, 
South Castle-street, Li rrino, or most Chemists. Manufactured an} 
prepared by Gulseppe Mai Rue de Babeno, La Corso, Rome. 
BILLS. OF COMPLAL NT. 
ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 ‘pe 8 for Be 
copies, from which price a large disco discount will 
is paid immediately on completion of order. 
Yates & Avuxanven, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. -lane. 
RINTING of EVERY DESORIPTION, 
Parliamentary and sigan gph on Books, Pam, 
saeagoctaem, Circulars, &o,—with promptit de and at materste 
charges, 
Yatus & Auuxanpen, aceaeati > (and Church-passage), Chancery- 








